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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
1. Introduction 
1/ 
t'Children are a nation's most important resource. tt-' 
Americans pride themselves on the achievements of their coun-
try and its standard of living. What can be done to insure 
that America remains a leading nation? The preservation and 
promotion of our democratic way of life depends upon the 
strength and efficiency of our educational system. It is the 
individual teacher in the classroom that is the heart of this 
educational system. 
The strength of this system can well be judged by teacher 
morale. How is this morale? Are teachers happy and enthusi-
astic and thus able to perform at their best? or are their 
loads assigned indiscriminately with many being overworked? 
The answers to these questions indicate to a large extent the 
type of education our children are receiving. nif teachers 
are overworked our children are the immediate losers and so-
.!/Robert S. Gilchrist and Beatrice Rodenburg~ "Doing Addi-
tional Work, tf Bulletin of the National Association of Second-
ary-School Principals {December, 1950), 34:202. 
-1-
2 
y' 
ciety suffers accordingly.n ttTeacher load has a direct re-
lationship to teacher welfare, and teacher welfare a direct 
relationship to the quality of instruction. . •.• Teachers 
must have more time if they are to develop each pupil to take y 
his rightful place in society.tt ttHealth of body and mind 
are minimum requirements for effectiveness in the classroom 
•••• a sick teacher is sometimes an overworked teacher •••• 
an overworked teacher is a tired teacher •••• a tired teacher 
cannot do his best work •••• teachers must have a chance to y 
be their best selves." 
The job of teaching is growing more complex each day. 
Duties and responsibilities are continually being added, with 
little or no relief being provided. This situation has been 
especially enhanced by the extra-curricular becoming more and 
more the co-curricular. ttThe average number of hours spent 
by teachers in their work exceeds the standard work week in 
business and industry and has steadily been increasing. 
Extra-curricular activities add but no relief has been given 
of other responsibilities. Teachers need time to study, to 
YRalph C. Dailard and Robert B. Jenkins,uour Children Won,tt 
American School Board journal (August, 1948), 117:23. 
_g/Calvin (!rieder and William Rosenstengel, .Public School Ad-
ministration, The Ronald Press Company, New York, 1954, p. 227. 
3/Lewis H. Chrisman, usick Teachers, u Journal of Bdu.cation 
(September, 1946), 129:198. 
contemplate and reflect, to evaluate one's effort, and to 
plan for the future •••• They need time to know pupils as in-
d . .d !I l.Vl. uals.n u •••• extras have now reached the status of es-
sentials •••• teachers must have time to rest and plan •••• 
. y 
there are physical and psychological limits.tt "Any time 
that the high school doors are open at night for a school af-
fair_,, a teacher is supposed to be present •••• Plenty of 
teachers are carrying an almost impossible load arid saying y 
little about it, but they don't do much living.n 
The above references emphasize the importance of under-
standing teacher load, and studying ways of improving the 
welfare and efficiency of those people participating in the 
profession of education, which is so important to the future 
of our country. 
2. Purpose of the Study 
Of all the various papers and studies concerning the 
teacher-load problem which have been reviewed, the writer 
feels that the purposes of teacher-load research as 
1/Robert N. Bush, rtThe Load of the High School Teacher,u 
California Journal of Secondary Education (February, 1954), 
29:62-64. 
yVirginia Morrison, t'How Many .Extras, n Peabody Journal of 
Education (May, 1955), 32:348-50. 
,YNina Robinson, t'Lift That Teacher Load, tt National Education 
Association Journal (November, 1954), 43:509. 
3 
r 
4 
y' 
outlined by Frost are most outstanding. They are often re-
ferred to by other writers. The list is as follows: 
111. Give board members and patrons sympathetic under-
standing of the amount of work teachers are doing. 
2. Help principals decide what teachers may be called 
on for special duties. 
3. Help adjust size of classes and arrange special or 
routine duties to secure more just distribution of 
load. 
4. Help principals and supervisors realize just how 
much or how little they are demanding of teachers. 
5. Help teachers realize how their loads compare with 
others. 
6. Protect young teachers from heavy load. 
7. Prevent teachers from slipping out from their share 
of the werk. 
8. Protect teachers from unfair demands on time. 
9. Help determine advisability of undertaking special 
programs of expanded school service. 
10. Compare demands on teachers in different positions 
within school systems. 
11. Compare demands upon teachers in different schools or 
school systems. 
12. Aid supervisors in determining how much special re-
medial or creative work to expect from individual 
teachers. 
13. Help teachers plan more wisely the use of their own 
time .. 
!/Norman Frost, 1'What Teaching Load," American School Board 
Journal (March, 1941)~ 102:43-45. 
14. Help superintendents and school boards reorganize the 
teachin~ positions and the duties to be assigned in 
connect~on with each position. 
15. Furnish basis for frank discussion by teachers, prin-
cipals, supervisors, and superintendents as to the 
problems of teacher load.n 
This list, together with other references cited below, 
have contributed greatly to the establishment of the purposes 
for evaluating teacher load. However, twenty-five years of 
personal experience as a high school principal has been the 
major factor in the determination of the list of purposes 
which follows. 
1. To enable the administrator to organize the staff of 
the school economically and effectively, assigning 
instructional and non-instructional duties equitably 
to teachers, in order to avoid both too heavy and too 
light assignments. 
ttit is very important for. the principal to organize the 
school so that the members of the staff are carrying the most 
economical and effective load. r)/ ''The administrator should 
cut down outside activities and interruptions, eliminate bus 
duties, hall duties, locker room duties, lunch room duties 
•••• he should divide loads equitably •••• not just use able 
!/Grace A. Griffen, The Teacher's Load in the Public High 
Schools of Massachusetts, Unpublished Master's Thesis, Boston 
University, 1936. 
5 
6 
y 
volunteers." nHighly trained talent should be used more y 
efficiently than wasting it on routine tasks.n "The admini-
strator should find ways and means for improving the educa-
tional opportunities for the nation's children by providing 
reasonable class size, reasonable number of hours for teach-
ing, a fair distribution of duties, and smooth running school v . 
management. n rtThe school administrator, at some stage in his 
professional education,should learn of as many of the factors 
of teacher load and as much of the nature of each,as educa-
4/ 
tional science can offer.n- Too often it is the tendency for 
administrators to pacify those teachers who complain the loud-
est about their assignments. This is hardly fair and does 
not produce good staff morale. Considerable time and thought 
should be put into an attempt to bring about equal sharing of 
the total school program of activity. 
2. To provide a means of improving the health and happi-
ness of the teacher, recognizing that teacher welfare 
YHazel Davis, "What to Do About Teaching Load,n Bulletin of 
the National Association of Secondar -School Princi alsr 
October, 1951 , 35:153-54. 
6/Robert N. Bush, OE· cit., p. 64. 
3/I. L. Kandel, tThe Teachers Lot," School and Society (June, 
l951), 73:379 • 
.1/~. B. Myers, ttMeasuring Teacher Load,u Nation's Schools (April, 1940), 25:64. 
7 
has a direct.relationship to the quality of instruc-
tion. 
r~eachers will be discontented if efforts are not made y 
to distribute teaching loads equitably among the staff.u 
'~very teacher should carry as much work as possible without 
loss in efficiency. If assignments are too heavy the quality 
of work will suffer and he becomes dissatisfied and resentful • 
•••• Too light a load checks initiative and enterprise and en-
Y 
courages loafing and procrastination.n 
3. To enable comparison of various teaching positions 
within the same school and among different schools. 
ttA realization that all .teachers have a fair share of 
the added burden is a real help to the teacher in assuming his y 
part of it.tt nAn objective method of determining teaching 
load is much needed for correcting t~e serious discrepancies 
actually existing between loads of individual teachers within 
a particular school or in various buildings of a school sys-
tem~ and for establishing a mutually acceptable standard that 
~ 
will demonstrate objectively the justice of an assignment.•t 
YLloyd Trump, 1-Teaching Load and Salary Differentials~ u 
American School Board Journal (December, 1948), 117:17. 
yLeo Martin Chamberlain, The Teacher and School Organization, 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., New York, 1941, p. 290. 
y'Maurice S. Pettit, nnetermining Teacher Load,tt American 
School Board Journal (March, 1954), 128:100. 
~L. L. Myers~ 'tN'eeded An Objective Method of Determining 
Pupil Load,u Nationts Schools (April, 1943), 31:30-31. 
8 
ttAny system of reward for wox:k done is better if it is writ-
.!/ 
ten down, understood, and applied impartially to all.n 
4. To enable teacher participation in the administration 
of the school, especially in respect to the program 
of activity best meeting the needs of the students, 
and the assumption of responsibility for this program. 
n •••• need elements of load for common basis upon which 
to discuss the problems by administrator and teacher; also a 
:?) 
mutually acceptable objective measuring device.tt 
5. To serve as a guide to teachers in the planning of 
their work. 
t~e must decide on limits for a well balanced, healthy, . 
'd 
and active life.u Many teachers devote so much time to their 
job that they cannot live normal lives, while others slight 
their work and merely go through the motions protected by the 
single salary scale and tenure. While these teachers may rep-
resent extremes, all teachers may easily overemphasize orne-
glect certain factors in their work. The establishment of 
standards for the factors in the teaching load would provide 
more consistency in teaching and better balanced lives for 
the teachers. 
J)Leonard B. Irwin, ttEqualizing Teacher Load in Secondary 
S"chools,n American School Board Journal (February, 1946), 
112:27-29. 
~L. L. Myers, loc. cit. 
l/Virginia Morrison, op. cit., p. 350. 
9 
6. To determine the advisability of teachers undertaking 
special projects, such as would be involved in in-
service training or curriculum revision. 
nrmpose no burden that will deplete vitality, undermine 
stamina, and dampen enthusiasm.n!/ Participation by the teach-
er is essential in administration, supervision, curriculum 
revision and workshop activity, but time and facilities should 
be provided so that such participation will not add undue bur-
den to an already heavy load. 
7. To serve as a basic aid to merit rating and its use 
in salary schedules. 
It appears desirable to pay teachers according to the 
quality of their work, but how is the performance of one 
teacher to be compared with another? who is to do the rating? 
will teachers themselves participate? how will professional 
jealousy be prevented? To answer these questions will re-
quire a basic conception of what is meant by teacher load and 
also a device by which this load may be measured. 
8. To enable public understanding of the true nature of 
a teacher's job, in order to gain support for im-
provement in the status and welfare of the teaching 
profession, thus providing a better atmosphere for 
1 Lewis H. Chrisman, 1Tired Teachers, n Journal of Education 
October, 1949),132:189. 
10 
the instruction of the nation's children and insuring 
the future of our democracy. 
uThe public must be shown that education has important 
work to be done other than teaching classes and that teachers 
ought to have time for such work •••• the dividends in better y 
education will more than pay for the cost.n "Much more y 
money is needed than ever before." nxt is the joint obliga-
tion of administration and teachers to make the public aware 
of the importance of reasonable teaching loads as means of 
21 
securing efficient instruction .. n The importance of good 
public relations in education is coming to be recognized more 
and more. A sympathetic public ··will tend to support educa-
tion if its objectives, needs, and problems are understood. 
nLoads might be more nearly equalized if administrators and 
teachers, working both individually and through professional 
organizations, make the general public aware of teaching y 
loads. ''1 
3. The Problem 
'lit is the problem of the administrator to find what 
teachers can do and assign equitable teaching loads •••• he 
YRObert s. Gilchrist, op. cit., p. 202. 
6/Robert N. Bush, op. cit., p. 64. 
2/Thelma E. Dawes, ''The Teaching Load and School Coststl 
American School Board Journal (July, 1948), 117:33. 
i/Ibid., p. 34. 
must know what factors determine load and set up measures 
enabling evaluation of these loads objectively and accur-
ately. t,.J/ nxn order to compare relative loads of individual 
teachers, it is desirable to reduce information about pupils, 
classes, study halls, homerooms, clubs, committee assignments 
•••• to some common unit •••• some accepted formula adapted 
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to local situations.tty ttA greater effort should be made to 
equalize all teaching loads, and there is need for more re-
search and study in the teaching-load field because the teach-
ing-load problem •••• is more important than the salary prob-
lem. In this connection there is need for some simple, prac-
tical, valid measurement of fatigue."3/ 
It appears evident that to achieve the purposes of measur-
1/ ing teacher load, a technique needs to be provided for evalu-
ating wearing effect, an emphasis neglected in all teacher-
load studies except that by .Clark.2/ Therefore, the problem 
for this study is the development for senior-high schools of a 
!/Leo Martin Chamberla~n, op. cit., p. 291. 
yHazel Davis, op. cit~·, p. 155. 
2/Thelma B. Dawes, op. cit., p. 34 . 
.1/P. 5. 
1/Leonard Clark, The Relative Wearing Effect of Certain Ac-
tivities in Teachin§ Load, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 
BOston University, oston, Massachusetts, 1953. 
technique that will evaluate the wearing effect of the vari-
ous factors making up the teacher's job. 
4. Need for the Study 
t~any plans are so complex as to be impractical or so 
simple they fail their purpose.t~ With the exception of 
Clark's study,~the various formulas and other devices for 
determining teacher load all leave out factors which are a 
vital part of a teacher's job and therefore do not provide an 
12 
accurate measure. This is especially true in relation to the 
intangibles of wearing effect as emphasized in Clark's study.~ 
This latter study, too, needs refinement of the teaching-load 
factors, validation of conclusions, and a more definite estab-
lishment of a technique for actually evaluating the wearing 
effect of teaching-load factors. This study has as its ob-
jective the development of such a technique. 
5. Definitions 
What is teaching load? Early attempts to measure it 
were concerned with but a few simple factors, such as the 
!/Luther H. Lyon, ttA Plan for :Evaluation of Teacher Load, •• 
~~lifornia Journal of Secondary Education (October, 1945), 
20:346. 
2/Leonard Clark, op. cit. 
~Leonard Clark, ibid. 
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number of classes, number of hours, and number of pupils as-
signed. Today the concept of teacher load has expanded to 
include a great many more factors both tangible and intangible. 
The following references indicate the tendency to recognize 
the increased complexity of the teacherts task. 
ttThe load of the teacher cannot be defined in terms of 
hours, number of students, nor the itemized duties to be per-
formed. There are many factors and many elements to be con-
Y' 
sidered. tt "Attention only to the pupil-teacher ratio and to 
the number of classes taught daily does not provide a satis-
y' 
factory basis on which to evaluate teacher load.n "Neither 
would the number of classes taught daily nor the number of 
pupil recitations per day •••• be considered as indicative of 
y' 
the true meaning of teaching load.tt ttTeaching load is the 
total of all the various duties, instructional and non-instruc-
tional, assigned or assumed to be a part of the teacher's re-
Y 
sponsibility." t'Teacher load includes everything that 
1/Malcolm Price Murphy, Teacher Load and Class Size in Cali-
tornia Senior High Schools, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 
Stanford University, Stanford, California, 1949, p. 19. 
2/Stephen Romine, ttSubject Combinations and Teaching Loads in 
S"econdary Schools,tt School Review (December, 1949), 57:558 .. 
1/Leonard Clark, op. cit., p. 2. 
1/Christian Wood Jung, The Development of a Proposed Revision 
of the Douglass Formula for Measuring Teacher Load in Second-
ary Schools, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
Colorado, Boulder, Colorado, 1949, p. 7. 
teachers have to do, both in and out of school, in order to y 
remain in good standing in their positions." ttit properly 
includes all the teacher's assigned responsibilities •••• 
pupils to teach, clubs to advise, playgrounds to supervise, 
meetings to attend ..... and all the related activities that 
2/ 
are essential in carrying out these responsibilities .• "-
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ttLoad is not just teaching assignment. The task of the mod-
ern teacher includes in addition a wide variety of activi-
Y 
ties.n 'Teaching is professional work and does not lend 
.. ±I 
itself to clock punching.n HThe sum total of the responsi-
bilities of the teacher to the pupils, to the community, to y. 
the school, and to herself.n ttThe concept has grown to in-
elude all the work done by a teacher in connection with her 
position •••• hours of te~ching •••• hours given to prepara-
5:./ 
tion •••• clerical." 
YWilliam Newsom and Richard Pollack, ttComputing Teacher 
Load: Analysis and Comparison of Various Methods,n School 
Review (October, 1939), 47:587. · 
yHazel Davis, HGive the Teachers Time to Look Up, n National 
.Education Association journal (April, 1951), 40:276. 
YLeo Martin Chamberlain, op. cit., p. 291. 
4/Ibid., p. 305. 
1/Maurice L. Pettit, op. cit., p. 34. 
£/Thelma B. Dawes, op. cit., p. 33. 
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Expanded as these concepts may be in reference to 
teacher load, it would appear that further .clarification is 
still necessary. The most careful enumeration of the teach-
er's various duties and responsibilities would still not pro-
vide an adequate description of teacher load unless considera-
tion of wearing effect were included. n •••• the wearing ef-
fect should be taken into account when one is estimating a y 
teacher's load.tt tfTeaching is an arduous activity which 
:?/ drains energy rather rapidly.n 
Even though intangible, ·each teacher activity has its 
wearing effect and thus adds to the teaching load. 'The sum-
mation of the various strains and fatigues of the teacher's 
work day probably has as much effect on his teaching load as 
21 
the length of his day.n ttA difficult group of students, or 
a short weekly club meeting to which one is not adapted, can 
add more to the teacher's load than several classes operating 
under desirable conditions. Teaching load must consider this 
~ 
wearing effect.tt 
Changes in society have tended to compound the neces-
sity for the recognition of the importance of considering 
1/Leonard Clark, op. cit., p. 321. 
:?/Robert s. Gilchrist, op. cit., p. 200. 
2/Leonard Clark, op. cit., p. 5. 
4/Leonard Clark, loc. cit. 
-----~· 
wearing effect when dealing with teacher load. r~he social 
situation presents new and more difficult problems with which 
the teacher has to cope •••• broken homes, tensions of war, 
family •••• moving pictures, radio, television are being felt 
in almost every classroom. 1J.} 
Not only must recognition be given to the wearing ef-
fect of teaching activities, but it also follows that this 
wearing effect will differ for different activities and dif-
ferent teachers. Clark based his study on the wearing effect 
of the various factors making up the teacher's load. The 
writer was impressed with his definition of wearing effect as 
follows: 11Wearing effect of an activity is defined as the 
combined effect of the difficulty, disagreeableness, and the 
mental, emotional, and physical strain which result from per-
forming the activity •••. it is what the activity takes out 
of a person, mentally, emotionally, and physically.t~ 
Considering the expanded concept of the duties and re-
sponsibilities of a teacher's job and the wearing effect of 
these factors, the following definition of teacher load will 
be used in this study. 
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Teaching load is the sum total of the burden of the vari-
ous duties, both instructional and non-instructional, that 
!/I. L. Kandel, op. cit~, p.379. 
~Leonard Clark, op. cit., p. 5. 
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directly relate to a given teaching position. This includes 
the duties specifically assigned as well as all others ac-
tually a part of the teacher's responsibility. It includes 
not only time involved, number of pupils concerned, and num-
ber of duties, but also the strain or wearing effect of each 
item. 
6. Assumptions 
1. The respondents involved in this study are representa-
tive of the district in which their schools are located. 
2. Teachers can recognize and rate the wearing effect 
of teaching-load factors. 
3. The average of the wearing-effect ratings for the 
various factors comprising teacher load, will approximate the 
wearing effect of these factors on teachers. 
~·· 
CHAPl'ER II 
REVIEW OF RESEARCH IN THE TEACHING-LOAD FIELD 
1. Treatment of Research 
Literature in the field of teaching load may be divided 
into two parts. While much of it consists of expression of 
opinions without much validating evidence, there do exist 
many good research studies. The latter again consist mainly 
of two kinds. Many of the studies, especially the earlier 
ones, are time studies or analyses of the teacher's job. 
However, several deal with the building of formulas and their 
use as measuring devices for teacher load. Very little of 
the research deals with the wearing effect of the various 
teaching-load factors. The writer feels that wearing effect 
. . y' 
must be taken into account when measur~ng teach~ng load. 
This chapter will deal first with the following approaches to 
the problem: 
1. Time studies concerning the teacher's job. 
2. Formulas or other devices attempting to measure 
teaching load. 
3. The few studies dealing with the wearing effect of 
g_P. 11 .. 
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teaching-load factors. 
4. Expressions of opinion regarding teaching load. 
During the past quarter century the program of activity 
of the American high school has undergone a great deal of re-
vision. From an emphasis mainly concerned with preparation 
for college, the high school has progressed to be a prepara-
tion for life. Whereas only twenty-five to thirty per cent 
of the boys and girls of high school age attended school in 
y' 
the 1920's, today nearly all such children attend. For 
.. ~ 
sixty to seventy per cent this represents terminal education. 
Because the increased enrollment does not reflect just more 
college preparatory students, but rather pupils of all types 
and abilities, the program of activity has been broadened to 
include far more general, vocational, remedial, and, in short, 
practical courses. The so called extra-curricular or co-cur-
ricular activities have definitely become a part of the 
teacher's job. More time is spent on the individual--con-
ferences, testing, counseling, and other ways of meeting in-
dividual differences. The text-book is being supplemented 
by audio-visual aids and other teaching materials to an in-
creasingly greater and greater degree. Classes often do not 
i/Vernon B. Anderson, et al., Principles and Practices of 
Secondary Education, The Ronald Press Company, New York, 
1951, p. 52. 
,Y.rbid., p. 54. 
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progress at the same rate, as attempts are made to meet the 
needs ·of all. Changes in society have brought many addi-
tional factors to bear on the high school program. These in-
elude radio, television, increased independence of teen-agers, 
and changing social standards. 
From the above, it appears quite obvious that measuring 
teaching load is quite different today than it was a quarter 
of a century ago. Many more factors must be considered as a 
part of the teaching load. Added pressures and responsibil-
ities have tended to make teaching much more complicated. 
For this reason the writer proposes to treat mainly litera-
ture and research concerning teaching load that has appeared 
since 1930, recognizing that the problem is quite a different 
one today than it used to be previous to that time. This 
will also serve to delimit somewhat the great amount of liter-
ature that exists in this field. 
2. Time Studies, Formulas, Wearing Effect Studies 
and Authoritative Opinion 
Time studies concerning the teacher's job--A. A study in y 
Bremerton, Washington, attempted to determine how much time 
teachers spend in school work, whether teachers in certain 
YMartha Crofoot, n.Amount of Time Spent in School Work in 
Terms of Teacher Hours and Pupil Hours,n Educational Admini-
stration and Supervision (September, 1931), 17:446-52. 
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departments spend more time than those in other fields, wheth-
er teachers are overworked, and if the load could be equal-
ized. A questionnaire was filled out for three different 
weeks during the school year by almost 100 per cent of the 79 
teachers. 
The number of hours spent by various subject field teach-
ers in their work was as follows: English 57, history 52, 
mathematics 52, music 52, commercial 51 3/4, industrial arts 
47i, language 46~, science 43t, and home economics 40. The 
average number of hours spent was 48~ showing the teachers to 
work 4~ hours a week more than the layman (at that time the 44 
hour week was common). 
tory with Bnglish next. 
Preparation time was greatest in his-
Industrial arts, language, math-
ematics and home economics had the least. Paper work was 
heaviest in English, followed by mathematics, business, and 
history. It was lightest in music and industrial arts. In 
make-up work the most time was spent in mathematics, followed 
by English and language, with music and science having the 
least. Extra-class activities were heaviest in industrial 
arts, with music next, and were lightest in business and 
mathematics. 
These results show a variance in time requirements for 
the various subject fields and prompted a recommendation that 
clerical assistance for grading papers should be provided for 
teachers in English, history, mathematics, and business in 
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order to lighten the load. 
This study illustrates the need for recognizing the dif-
ferences in time required for teaching in different fields, 
but overlooks the great variances that may exist for subjects 
within one given field. Using three weeks instead of one 
tended to make the results more accurate. Although teachers 
were asked not to count time twice, there is a danger of pad-
ding when two activities are carried on at the same time. 
The population used in this study was rather limited, as it 
involved only one community • 
.Y B. Dean reported on a time study made in Newton, 
Massachusetts,in 1935. It involved an attempt to determine 
the teachers' work day. Questionnaires were sent to 500 
teachers in the city. These teachers were divided into three 
categories; elementary, junior-high school, and senior-high 
school. In the senior-high school the teachers• day was found 
to average eight hours and 42 minutes, seven hours and 32 
minutes of which were spent in the school building. Of the 
latter 3.48 hours or 43.7% of the time was spent teaching, 
• 
3.19 hours or 38.1% in activities related to teaching, and 
1.35 hours. or 18.2% in other clerical or administrative du-
ties. The activities related to teaching included: prepara-
"i/St1:1art Dean, nThe Teacher's Working Day,n Nation's Schools 
TApr1l, 1936), 17:41. 
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tion 39 minutes, correcting 58 minutes, corridor supervision 
20 minutes, extra help for students 39 minutes, make up work 
24 minutes, parentst conferences 18 minutes, recording prog-
ress 14 minutes, filling out cards and forms 10 minutes, 
keeping registers 7 minutes, supervisory conferences 11 min-
utes, committee work 15 minutes, counseling 18 minutes, and 
sponsoring clubs 21 minutes. The 43! hour average week is y 
less than that of the Bremerton study, but still shows that 
teaching is a full time job. This study is limited to one 
city. It is also to be noted that, while extra-class activi-
ties are broken down into individual categories, subjects are 
treated under one head, thus not revealing differences of 
time required in the various subject fields, or subjects with-
in a field. Padding is also a danger in a study of this type. y 
C. Bain reported on a study of measures of secondary 
school organization made in Cleveland, Ohio, in 1935. The 
assigned duties of the teachers in the secondary schools were 
tabulated for a week in March of that year. This tabulation 
included 18,000 weekly programs in 22 junior-high schools 
and 14 senior-high schools. From these programs it was pos-
yPp. 20-22. 
2/L. C. Bain; tfMeasures of Secondary School Organization, u 
Educational Research Bulletin (November 13, 1935), 14:201-07. 
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sible to compile data relative to the number of periods a 
week assigned to: classes, supervision of teaching, study 
hall, home room, extra-curricular activities, counseling, at-
tendance, administrative duties, corridor supervision, and 
lunchroom responsibility. In the senior-high schools the 
teachers were found to spend their time as follows: class 
work 28.1 hours, home room and extra-curricular 2.7 hours, 
study hall, corridor and lunchroom 1.8 hours, and all other 
activity 2.4 hours. This tabulation would have been of more 
value if the headings had been broken down.. Classroom teach-
ing might have been separated from class preparation. Home 
room and extra-curricular activity might be better if separ-
ated. This is also true of study hall and corridor super-
vision. Lumping ttall other activityn under one head makes 
this item too inclusive. More identification would have 
helped. The amount of time spent in actual class work seems 
high in proportion to other assignments, but this may reflect 
a limited activity program. Also, the study does not dis-
tinguish between subject fields or subjects within a given 
field .. 
D. In 1945, the San Diego, California,!/ Teachers 1 As-
sociation, the San Diego Principals 1 and Supervisors' Confer-
ence, and the Central Administration of the San Diego school 
YRalph C. Dailard and Robert E. Jenkins, "Our Children Won,u 
American School Board Journal (August, 1948), 117:23-24, 68. 
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system, undertook the task of measuring teaching load in the 
San Diego schools. This project was a response to the feel-
ing that teachers were becoming overburdened and that chil-
dren were suffering accordingly. A teacher-load committee 
drew up a survey questionnaire having two forms, one for ele-
mentary and one for secondary teachers. The information re-
quired was the same. Instructions accompanying the forms em-
phasized that the study was quantitative not qualitative. 
These forms were sent to the teachers in February, 1946. 
Bach principal was responsible for the form being completed 
by each of his teachers and for having the forms returned to 
the research office. Here they were checked for incomplete 
and questionable answers. Where it was thought necessary, 
forms were referred back to the teacher for clarification• 
The tabulations of the study were completed in 1947 with 
the following conclusions: 
1. Considerable range existed in the amount of time re-
ported by different individual teachers. A greater 
range of time was found within a subject matter field 
than between fields. 
2. Both within departments and between departments the 
curricular assignments were substantially equal. 
3. Greatest inequalities occurred in extra- or co-curric-
ular activities. 
4. Teachers spending more time in such activities also 
spent more time on other aspects of their regular 
class work. 
5. Class size was unrelated to the amount of work as 
measured by time reported by teachers. 
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6. Variations in amount of work reported by teachers ap-
peared unrelated to classification or experience of 
teachers. 
7. The average work week of senior-high teachers was 
48.31 hours as compared to 43 hours for all teachers. 
The excess time appeared to be taken up largely by 
extra-curricular activities and the correcting of 
papers and tests. 
Since each principal had to sign the completed question-
naire before it was returned to the research office, there 
was danger that many teachers, particularly those who tended 
to cut corners or who were somewhat insecure in their jobs, 
padded their reports knowing their principals were to see 
them. This may have been responsible for the longer work 
week of senior-high teachers. The inequalities in extra-
curricular activities may have been enhanced by indefiniteness 
of this type of assignment.. Some teachers merely put in the 
time necessary for meetings and other actual contacts with 
students, while others included considerable outside prepara-
tion. 
Concluding that class size was unrelated to the amount 
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of work involved seems open to question. Obviously the 
larger the class the greater the amount of clerical work and 
the greater the time needed for correcting of tests and other 
papers or projects. If no further time is needed, the stu-
dents would appear to be losing in proportion to the increase 
in the size of the class. Teaching methods need to differ for 
the larger class also. 
The conclusions that the range of time was greater with-
in a department than was found between departments, that the 
range of time was unrelated to experience, and that teachers 
spending more time on extra-curricular activities also spent 
more time on their regular work~ are evidence of the tendency 
for teachers to make their own load regardless of ·assignments 
given. Close correlation is noted between the work week found y 
in this study and that at Bremerton. 
An administrative planning committee, formed to inter-
pret the findings of this study, made the following recommend-
ations: 
1. Classes should be of equal value regardless of sub-
ject matter or grade level. 
2. Assignments made in addition to regular classroom 
work, should be evaluated on a time basis for the 
purpose of equating load. 
1/P. 20. 
3. A1though teachers do have control over the time they 
put into their work, administrators can be effective 
in equalization of load only by considering the in-
herent characteristics of a position and the actual 
assignment of duties. 
4. The teacher work week should be from 40 to 45 hours. 
5. Class size should be reduced. 
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6. Each school should study its own situation relative to 
the equalization of teacher load. 
7. Teachers should be released from clerical responsibil-
ity. 
8. Teaching aides should be secured to give teachers more 
time for teaching. 
As pointed out earlier,l/it is doubtful if all classes 
should be considered of equal value. With this exception, 
these recommendations seem an excellent approach to the prob-
lem of improving the teaching-load situation. This is especi-
ally true of the recommendations that each school study its 
own situation with a view toward equalization, that teachers 
be freed from clerical responsibilities, and that teacher 
aides be secured to release teacher time for regular work. 
Any school system could .well profit by undertaking such a 
study. 
!/P. 22. 
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E. McDaid reports a study made in 1946 to determine 
the work week of Detroit, Michigan, high school teachers. 
The study was the result of a request by coaches for equit-
able salary adjustments for after school work. It was based 
on the second semester of the school year 1945-46. 
The average work week was found to be 44.5 hours, 32.5 
of which were spent in activity directly related to teaching 
and 12.0 in extra activities. The various departments re-
ported their average work weeks as follows: English 48.6 
hours, social studies 46.6, language 45 .• 9, science 45.1, 
health 44.1, mathematics 43.0, vocational 41.8, business 41.3, 
music 41.2, and art 41.0. Teachers were thus found to work a 
longer week than the 40 hours common to business and industry 
at that time. 
It was concluded that teaching load cannot be equalized 
by attempting to even up the number of classes taught and the 
number of assigned duties. This conclusion is borne out by 
the variance of time found to be required in the different 
subject fields. The greatest variations seemed to occur in 
extra-teaching activity. It was suggested that maybe less 
time should be spent on correcting of papers and more time on 
such activities as home visiting, joint planning by groups of 
teachers, and community study. Knowledge of home conditions 
J):Blriier W. McDaid ,et al., uwhat is Your Teachers • Work Week, tt 
~chool Executive (July, 1947), 66:41. 
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and cooperative evaluation and improvement of instruction 
are valuable in the establishing of a desirable atmosphere 
for teaching. The paper work drudge can seldom compete with 
the teacher whose broader background and better planning make 
classes more meaningful. 
The average work week is less than that found in the y y 
Bremerton and San Diego studies but more than that in the y 
Newton study. This may reflect the limitations of a study 
confined to one city where local policy may be important. 
Although distinguishing between fields~ the study did not 
distinguish between subjects within a field. The method of 
reporting is not described, but it is probable that padding 
because of vested interests may have influenced the results. 
F. Jung made a time 
proving the 1932 Douglass 
been open to considerable 
study in 1948 with the view of im-j/ 
teaching-load formula which had y 
criticism. Jung attempted to re-
fine four factors of the formula by validating or correcting 
yP. 20. 
y'P. 24. 
ijP. 22 • 
.1/Pp. 45-49. 
2/Christian Wood Jung, The Development of a Proposed Revision 
of the Douglass Formula for Measuring Teacher Load in Second-
ary Schools, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
Colorado, Boulder, Colorado, 1949. 
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the values assigned to subject coefficients, level of instruc-
tion coefficients, and those for duplicate sections and per-
iods of cooperation (other activities). The above four fac-
tors were studied in high schools throughout the country in 
terms of the time the average teachers spend in their ~ork. 
Ten schools were selected from each state and five additional 
schools chosen from the largest states in population. A to-
tal of 523 schools was selected of which 324 indicated their 
willingness to participate. Returns were used from 223 
schools. Data relative to instruction included subject area, 
subjects vdthin each area, grade level, and original and du-
plicate sections. Non-instructional duties were divided into 
19 categories. The mean was used as a measure of central 
tendency and the standard deviation as an indication of vari-
ability. Coefficients for use in the formula were derived 
from the means. A coefficient of 1.00 was set for an origi-
nal class of social studies and coefficients for other fac-
tors were derived by comparing the mean time for the factor 
with the mean time for the original social studies class. 
Cons.iderable difference was found in the amount of time 
spent per subject in the different fields. Within some sub-
ject fields the mean time did not change greatly from subject 
to subject, but in others considerable variance occurred. 
The time required for duplicate sections was found to be one-
tenth less than for original sections. Here also, there was 
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variation from field to field. The load of the senior-high 
school teachers appeared to be slightly heavier than that of 
teachers in the four-year high school, and the latter in turn 
slightly more than that of junior-high school teachers. As 
grade level became higher, more time was spent by teachers on 
their work. Very little consistency was found in non-instruc-
tional duties except for study halls and homerooms. Study 
halls averaged 0.625 and homerooms 0.822 of the time needed 
for the original social studies class. 
Jung concluded that variations in subjects and grade 
levels were sufficient to warrant the use of subject and grade 
coefficients. Also, since considerable difference was found 
in some fieldS., it was felt that subjects within these fields 
should be given separate coefficients. He concludes that du-
plicate.sections should have a coefficient of 0.9 as compared 
to the original social studies section, although coefficients 
in this respect should vary. He suggests no reduction in art 
and a coefficient of 0.8 in vocational trades. He established 
coefficients for study halls and homerooms at 0.6 and 0.8 re-
spectively. Recognizing the great variation in non-instruc-
tional activities, he recommended a single coefficient equiv-
alent to the number of minutes spent in the activity divided 
by the number of minutes spent in an activity with a coeffi-
cient of 1.00. 
This study was largely the basis for the latest revision 
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y 
of the Douglass teaching-load formula, and is undoubtedly 
among the more important teacher-load time studies. It is 
based on results from a large population including teachers 
from all over the country. However, the difficulty of choos-
ing representative schools in each state must be xecognized 
as a disadvantage in this study. This is only partially off-
set by the comparatively large number of schools involved. 
However, to have incxeased the number of schools in oxder to 
secuxe better representation would have made the study un ... 
wieldy. Since results were used from less than half of the 
original schools selected, adequate representation among 
states may have been lost. 
Although Jung found considerable variation in many cate-
gories, he neglects this in the establishment of his coeffi~ 
cients. The coefficient of 0.6 for study hall does not take 
into account the type of pupil, the size of the group, or the 
facilities involved. Teachers have often stated that they 
preferred teaching another class to supervising study hall 
under some conditions. A range of coefficients adapted to 
the local situation might have been a better approach to this 
problem. A1so, Jung xecognizes 19 categories of non-instruc-
tional activities with great variance, yet he would have these 
activities lumped under one heading. In contrast to the San 
1/Pp. 54-56. 
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Diego study Jung does feel that sufficient variation exists 
for separate subject coef'ficients. His coefficient of 0. 9 
for duplicate sections seems more appropriate than the coef-
Y ficient of 0.8 in the 1932 Douglass formula, especially when 
viewed in the light of increased emphasis on recognition of 
individual differences. Basing coefficients on average amounts 
of time seems quite sound. 
3/ 
G. Shellhammer- reports on a comparatively recent time 
study (1955) made in California. A questionnaire was sent to 
11,871 secondary school teachers in the state,and principals 
of 50 high schools were interviewed. The study was an attempt 
to examine the work week of teachers in order to offset in-
creased demands on their time. 
Teachers in the senior-high schools were found to work 
longer than those in junior-high schools, those in small 
schools longer than those in large schools, and men longer 
than women. The median work week of senior-high teachers was 
44.7 hours, which is very close to the 44.5 hour average in 
if 
the Detroit study made nearly a decade before. Teachers in 
yP. 24. 
_g'Pp. 45-49. 
3/Thomas A. Shellhammer, ncan We Lengthen the Work Week of 
High SchoolTeachers,n Bulletin of the National Association 
of Secondary-School Principals (November, 1955), 39:52-57. 
i/P. 29. 
academic fields were found to put in more time than those 
teaching vocational subjects, music, and physical education. 
Language arts and social studies teachers put in the longest 
days. Teachers who taught in more than one subject field 
averaged one hour a week more than those who taught in but 
one field. Thirty-seven per cent of the time was spent in 
carrying out non-teaching duties, which is a higher figure y 
than that in the Detroit study. This reflects probable in-
crease in activity assignments. The median class size was 
35 
found to be 35.7 for physical education, 29.8 in social stud-
ies, 27.6 in language arts, 26.8 in mathematics, 25.7 in sci-
ence, 25.5 in business, 25.4 in the core program, 24.0 in mu-
sic, 22.8 in language, 22.0 in art, and 19.7 in vocational 
subjects. 
It was concluded that an increase in the work week or 
in the size of classes did not seem justified, that a re-
evaluation of teacher assignments should be made, and that 
this reevaluation should include an appraisal of possible 
teaching techniques that will provide maximum desirable stu-
dent learning experiences within the framework of the present 
length work week. 
The population involved was broad and representative 
enough to make this a valid study~ Although differences in 
yP. 29. 
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subject fields were recognized, differences in individual 
subjects within a field were omitted. It is probable that 
padding may be reflected in the results. The longer work 
week of the senior-high teachers may be the result of extra 
assignments in activities at this level. The additional time 
put in by men may involve extra after school assignments. 
The differences in subject fields suggest a recognition of 
and allowance for the time involved in teaching in different 
fields when assigning teacher loads. This recognition should 
also take into account teachers who are assigned to more than 
one field. It seems unfortunate that the two fields, social 
studies and English, involving the longest hours, also had 
the largest median class sizes. The reference to the core 
program indicates a practical approach to the organization of 
the school curriculum and the reevaluation of teaching tech-
niques seem especially commendable. 
H. Time studies have as advantages the revealing af; 
1. Comparison of the teacher work week with that of 
business and industry 
2. Variance in time requirements for various subject 
fields 
3. The component parts of the teaching job, such as 
preparation, paper work, individual help, and the im-
portance of each 
4. Variance of subjects within a given field 
5. Variance for different grade levels 
6. Variance for schools of different organization such 
as senior-high, junior-high, and six-year schools 
7. Variance for duplicate sections 
8. The need for relief of the teacher 1 s burden by the 
use of teacher aides, especially concerning paper 
work and clerical duties, 
9. Variance for non-instructional activities 
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10. That in assigning teacher load, the inherent charac-
teristics of a position should be considered. 
Although time studies have many advantages, they also 
have serious limitations. Disadvantages include: 
1. The population tends to be too limited for valid re-
sults when a study deals with only one community. 
This is especially significant for subject areas with 
few teachers such as art and music. 
2. The time considered tends to be limited. The use of 
one week is not enough, and even if it were, the 
choice of a specific week during a school year may 
make a great deal of difference. 
3. The differences in subject fields are often not 
recognized. 
4. Subject variances within a field are often neglected. 
5. Participants may have unusual motivation, such as the 
lmowledge that the principal is going to check the 
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results. Padding is thus very likely to result. 
6. Teachers may use different standards in accounting 
for time spent on their work, especially out of class 
time. 
7. Non-respondents tend to prevent the securing of a 
true picture, with results shaded toward the perform-
ance of conscientious teachers. 
8. Two duties done at the same time may be reported 
twice, such as the conducting of study hall and cor-
recting papers. 
9. The type of pupil is not considered. 
10. The size of the group is neglected. 
11. Teaching facilities and physical conditions are over-
looked. 
12. The effect of teaching in a field which is not one's 
preference, or in which one has not had suitable 
preparation, is not revealed. 
13. Intangibles making up a large part of the teacher 
load are omitted. The most important of these is the 
strain or wearing effect of the various factors com-
posing the teacherts job. 
14. Teachers can control the time they spend on their 
work, making their own work weeks as they adjust to 
conditions. Conscientious teachers will spend more 
time regardless of their assignment, while indiffer-
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ent teachers will spend little time outside the class-
room even with an excessive class assignment. 
15. Teaching load cannot be equalized by means of the as-
signment of the number of classes to teach, duties 
to perform, or time to spend. 
Formulas or other devices for measuring teacher load:--
A. Pupil-teacher ratio is a frequently used measure of 
teaching load and antedates most attempts at constructing 
formulas. It is found by dividing the total number of pupils 
in school by the number of teachers. Agreement is not general 
on whether staff personnel, such as administrators, super-
visors, counselors, and secretaries, should be included. If 
so, the ratio would be materially reduced. It would seem 
better if they were omitted, in order to secure a pure pupil-
teacher ratio. y 
Chase refers to the pupil-teacher ratio as a simple y 
measure, but limited in use. Bells calls it the simplest 
method of measuring load, but points out as disadvantages: 
the lack of allowance for class size differences or degrees 
of responsibility for extra-class activities, and the inabil-
1JVernon B. Chase, npreventing Power Leaks, or the Inefficient 
Use of Teacher Time,tt School Executive (january, 1946), 65-52. 
2/Kenneth w • .Eells, ttMeasuring Teacher Load,tt Nation's Schools 
tFebruary, 1939), 13:49. 
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ity to use it to compare load between schools. 
y 
Nelson 
states that the school with more services taking additional 
extra-class time, will unfairly receive a lower pupil-teacher y 
ratio, and that the small school is also penalized. Romine 
says that ttattention only to pupil-teacher ratio and the num-
ber of classes taught daily does not provide a satisfactory 
basis on which to evaluate total teaching load.n 
While this measure does give an indication of the appro-
priate number of teachers for a school staff, it is of value 
only when the school is treated as a whole, and allows no 
basis for measuring the individual teacher's load. The over-
worked and the under-assigned teacher are not revealed in the 
one simple figure. It· does not show the nature of the pro-
gram of activity offered by a school, and tends to. put in an 
unfavorable light the school with more diversified offerings 
and additional services, both of which require additional per-
sonnel. 
B. Pupil-periods or pupil-clock hours is a fairly common 
measure of teaching load. It is found by totaling the number 
of pupils that a teacher has in classes meeting five times a 
week, pro-rating for classes that meet more or fewer periods. 
This figure may be transformed to pupil-clock hours by multi-
gtl'homas L. Nelson, ttTeacher Load,n American School Board 
Journal (July, 1945), 111:50. 
ystephen Romine, nsubject Combinations and Teaching Loads in 
Secondary Schools, School Review (December, 1949), 57:558. 
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plying the total number of pupils by a fraction which has the 
length of the class period of the school as the numerator and 
60 as the denominator. This would enable comparison with 
other schools. 
.!1 According to Chamberlain, neither the number of teach-
ing periods nor the number of pupils taught, serve as a satis-
Y factory measure of teaching load. Martin states that dis-
tributing teacher load by pupil-clock hours is not an adequate 
solution. 
Sometimes the method is refined by reduction for pupils 
in duplicate sections, music, physical education, and study 
halls. This improves the situation. However, this method is 
an extremely weak·measure of true teacher load. The number 
of classes taught, the type of classes, the kind of pupils, 
the amount of preparation and paper work required, and non-
instructional activities,.are completely ignored. 
C. The number of classes a day or number of teaching 
periods a week is a measure useful as a guiding standard for 
the amount of time a teacher should spend in the classroom. 
It has additional value when it includes the extra-class qu-
ties assigned. However, it includes only one factor in the 
1/Leo Martin Chamberlain, The Teacher and School Organization, 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., New York, 1941, p. 299. 
_y'George Martin, ttAdjusting the Teacher Load,tt Educational 
Administration and Supervision (November, 1951), 37:421. 
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total teaching load, and has all the disadvantages of the y 
pupil-period method just described. Reference has already y y 
been made to Chamberlain's and Romine's feelings in re-
spect to the inadequacy of this method. y 
D. Almack proposed in 1925 one of the earliest of the 
actual formulas for measuring teacher load. This formula 
would have each school faculty take into account all duties 
that a teacher performs and compare each to a common activity, 
such as teaching an average English class of 30 pupils. This 
common activity would have a standard of 1.00. Each activity 
would be given an assigned weight. This weight would be multi-
plied by the number of pupils in the activity and by the num-
ber of periods involved in a week. The products for each sub-
ject load would be added for the final teacher load. The for-
mula for computing load would take the form: 
Number pupils x subject weight x number classes a week. 
This method was way ahead of its time because of its use 
of standards cooperatively developed by the faculty and thus 
better understood by the teachers. This procedure tends to 
YPp. 40-41. 
yP. 41. 
yP. 40 . 
.±/John C. Almack and James F. Bursch, The Administration of 
Consolidated and Village Schools, Houghton Mifflin Company, 
Boston, 1925, pp. 87-88. 
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adapt the formula to the local situation. However, the 
weights would tend to be inaccurate, due to the difficulty 
of judging duties with which a teacher does not have experi-
ence, and the tendency to rate onets own activity too high. 
This formula is applicable to any teaching-load factor, 
and therefore could be used to measure any duty that is a 
part of the teacher's job. Recognition of extra-class activ-
ity is omitted in many formulas. However, it would appear 
more difficult to rate this type of activity than regular 
classes. The formula tends to put too much emphasis on the 
number of pupils taught, and omits consideration of the type 
of pupil, 1/Plicate sections, and number of preparations. 
Dawes suggests expressing this formula in terms of 
clock hours. The formula would then become: 
a + b + ~c 
a = total hours of classroom teaching 
b = fraction of nan which is represented by the number 
of pupils in excess of 30 
c = hours given to clerical tasks, checking and prepara-
tion, and, if desired, extra-curricular activities. 
This form becomes based on time and loses the advantage 
of the weighting given to the individual subjects and activities 
~Thelma .B. Dawes, f1The Teaching Load and School Costs,tt 
erican School Board Journal (July, 1948), 117:33-34. 
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in the original formula. The disadvantages of time studies y 
have already been pointed out. Rating extra-class activi-
ties at only 50 per cent of regular subjects, lumps them all 
under one head, thus the wide variances in difficulty of per-
formance are overlooked. Many of these activities may be as 
difficult or even more difficult than regular classes. The 
number of pupils is not recognized unless this number exceeds 
30, thus covering up differences that may exist where loads 
include classes of less than that figure. Also, the form 
does not recognize the number of different preparations or 
the number of fields in which a teacher may work. The type 
of pupil involved and the wearing effect of the various fac-
tors in the teaching load, are also omitted. 
E. Douglass has established three formulas for measur-
ing teacher load, the last two being revisions of the first. 
In each formula teaching load is measured in units equivalent 
to an optimum class taught for a single period. This makes 
fox understandable computation and easy comparison. 
~I 
The first formula- established in 1928 took the form: 
1/Pp. 37-40. 
~Harl R. Douglass, Organization and Administration of Second-
ary Schools, Ginn and Company, Boston, 1945, pp. 112-19. 
Teaching load = number of classes + 
total pupils - number of classes x 25 
60 
+ preparations - 3 
3 
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The formula used but three teaching-load factors: num-
ber of classes, number of pupils, and number of preparations. 
The choosing of 25 as an optimum class size may be satisfac-
tory for many subjects, but hardly applies to physical educa-
tion, music, industrial arts, and home economics. The first 
two might well be larger while the last two should be much 1/ . 
smaller.- The assumption that three preparations are equiv-
alent to the conducting of one class, far from agrees with y 
Jung's later findings that a duplicate section is equivalent 
to 0.9 of an original class. Treating only three items ig-
nores such teaching-load factors as type of pupil, home room 
and study hall assignments, double period classes, differences 
in difficulty of assigned subjects, activity assignments, and 
paper work. y 
In 1932 Douglass greatly revised this formula. The 
optimum class size became 20 and the basic period 45 minutes. 
Study hall, activity assignments, faculty meetings, and other 
extra-class work, were included in one factor called npupil 
1}Thomas A. Shellhammer, op. cit., p. 56. 
2/P. 34. 
3/0p. cit., pp. 112-119. 
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cooperations.tt The basic formula became: 
TL = SC [CP - 2DUJ2 + (NP - 20CP) + PCj [PL + 55] 10 100 2 100 
TL = units of teaching load per week 
sc = subject coefficient 
CP = class periods spent in classroom per week 
Dup = number of class periods spent per week in classroom 
teaching classes for which the preparation is very 
similar to that for some other section not includ-
ing the original section 
NP = number of pupils in class per week 
PC = number of class periods spent per week in super-
vision of the study hall, student activities, 
teachers' meetings, assisting in administrative or 
supervisory work or other cooperations 
PL = gross length in minutes of class period. 
The following subject coefficients were used: English, 
science, history and social studies 1.1; foreign languages, 
commercial subjects, and mathematics 1.0; industrial arts, 
home economics, and art 0.9; and music and physical education 
0.8. Douglass suggested that the number of pupils be ignored 
in such subjects as physical education. He also established 
grade level coefficients of 0.9 for junior-high school and 
1.0 for high school to correct differences in load. 
This formula has been the most widely used measure of 
teacher load. For example, it was used as a measure of load 
in the first edition of the Evaluative Criteria of the Co-
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. y 
operative Study of Secondary School Standards. While this 
formula represented considerable improvement over the 1928 
formula, especially as it recognized more teaching load fac-
tors, it has many drawbacks. It still neglects many load 
factors, noticeably: type of pupil, individual student help 
and counseling, number of fields in which one teaches, and 
paper work required. The lumping of all extra class respons-
ibility under one factor or coefficient does not allow for 
vast differences in time and energy involved in the conduct 
of such activities as homeroom, study hall, sponsoring clubs, 
directing dramatics, and coaching varsity sports. In addi-
tion PC gives only half. credit to these activities. Many 
2 
study halls may be even more difficult to handle than a regu-
lar class, because of their size, type of pupils involved, or 
adverse study room conditions. The great pressure involved 
in coaching varsity sports or directing the school play, is 
not recognized. Activities in general do not follow patterns 
as set as classroom work and differ greatly from year to year. 
Also, the product of this type of activity is on exhibit be-
fore the public much more than regular classroom work. Bach 
of the above mentioned activities and many additional extra-
class assignments, need their own coefficients. 
From his experience in the high school field, the writer 
1/COoperative Study of Secondary School Standards, Evaluative 
Criteria, Washington, D. C., 1940. 
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feels that subject coefficients are necessary. Using a single 
coefficient for all subjects in a field is greatly open to 
question. Contrast the teaching of general science and chem-
istry, algebra 1 and solid geometry, and typing and book-
keeping. The San Diegol/ study found a greater variance 
within a· subject field than between fields. 
Because of the excess paper work and emphasis on care-
ful correction, English probably deserves a higher coeffi-
cient. Douglass noted this himself in a study made in Montana 2/ . 
high schools in 1934.-
If each division of a subject involved the same type of 
pupils and was taught in the same way, duplicate sections 
should warrant a reduction in teaching-load coefficients. 
Improvement of teaching methods and provision for individual 
differences make a 20 per cent reduction seem rather high, in 
reality perhaps penalizing teachers who do the best work. 
Also, t1ndue emphasis appears to be put on additional pupils. 
While more pupils mean additional paper work and a greater 
control problem, it is doubtful if 20 additional pupils are 
equivalent to an extra class. 
The ~ount of computation required by this formula is 
somewhat of a handicap. Perhaps the greatest criticism is 
1/P. 24. 
,g/Harl R. Douglass and William Taylor, ttLight Loads and Heavy,n 
Nation's Schools (August., 1936), 18:37. 
the basing of the formula on the time involved in teaching-
load factors rather than the strain or fatigue effect of 
each factor. Outside of duplicate sections and number of 
pupils, little recognition is given to wearing effect. 
In 1950 Douglass revised the formula a second time. 
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YYYY · In the nearly two decades that had elapsed since 
the 1932 formula was established, changes in educational 
practice could well have altered the emphasis on the factors 
§/ 
involved. Jungts study was devoted to gathering data for 
this revision. Douglass outlines the principal factors in 
!!/ determining teacher load as: 
i/Hari R. Douglass, Modern Administration of Secondary Schools, 
ITinn and Company, Boston, 1954, pp. 96-101. 
2/Harl R. Douglass, ttApplying the Revised Douglass Formula for 
Measuring Load of High School Teachers,n Bulletin of the Na-
tional Association of Secondar -School Princi als (October, 
1952 ' 36:66-68. 
YHarl R. Douglass, ttLight Loads or Heavy for Your High School 
Teachers,n American School Board Journal (June, 1954), 128:32. 
i/Harl R. Douglass and Kenneth L. Noble, ttRevised Norms for 
High School Teaching Load, n Bulletin of the National Associ-
ation of Secondary-School Principals (December, 1954), 38: 
97-98. 
§fop. cit. 
2/Modern Administration, op. cit., p. 96. 
50 
n1. The number of sections taught daily 
2. The number of pupils taught 
3. The number of different preparations required 
4. The amount of time required for cooperations: study 
halls, activities, etc. 
5. The length of the class period 
6. The nature of the subject taught and the consequent 
amount of time required for preparation, for marking 
papers and notebooks, and for arranging equipment, 
apparatus, and materials 
7. The personnel of the pupils taught: tractability and 
range of individual differences in ability, factors 
very difficult to measure 
8. The age and maturity of the pupils taught and the 
consequent character of the subject matter." 
The revised formula became: 
TL = SGC [ cp - ~~P + NP io~scPJ (!L 1~0 soJ + £ 6PcJ ~L 1~0 soJ 
Symbols are the same as already explained for the 1932 y . 
formula except: 
SGC = subject grade coefficient (instead of subject co-
efficient) 
As just indicated, the revised formula replaces subject 
coefficients with subject-grade coefficients. These coeffi-
cients were evaluated at each grade level for each subject 
field,and within some fields individual subjects were given 
separate coefficients. In grade 10, 11, and 12 these coeffi-
yP. 46. 
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cients were: Agriculture 1.3; health 1.2; English, home ec-
anomies, social studies, and science 1.1; art, music, math-
ematics, industrial arts, business, and foreign language 1.0; y 
and physical education 0.9. There is reasonable doubt as 
to the validity of the high coefficients for agriculture and 
health, if these are to be rated period for period with other 
subjects. Music, industrial arts, home economics, and physi-
cal education also seem high. Home economics was increased 
in this formula £rom 0.9 to 1.1; industrial arts and art from 
0.9 to 1.0; and physical education from 0.8 to 0.9. It is 
questionable whether these increases are justified. As al-
ready mentioned, the writer feels that English should have 
:?) 
a higher coefficient. 
The coefficient £or extra-class duties has been raised 
from 0.5 to 0.6, reflecting an increase in importance of ac-
tivities in the total school program. As already referred y 
to, even this is far too low for many activities. The 20 
per cent reduction for duplicate sections has been changed 
to 10 per cent, reflecting better teaching methods and the 
increased recognition of individual differences. 
These revisions represent improvement as noted, but most 
J/Modern Administration op cit., p. 97. 
:?}P. 47. 
"ijP. 47. 
Boston University 
Bohool ot Eduoatioa 
LibrarY. 
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y' 
of the criticisms cited in reference to the 1932 formula 
still remain. The revision tends to make the computation even 
more difficult. In his outline of the factors determining 
teacher load, Douglass refers to type of pupil (range of abil-
ity,age and maturity), yet this factor is neglected in the 
formula. Also neglected are such factors as: individual work 
with students, counseling, facilities and conditions under 
which the teacher works, and variation of subjects within a 
given field. Extra-class activities are still lumped together 
under one head. The 0.6 coefficient, while high for a few 
activities, certainly is low for others. Too much weight is 
still placed on extra pupils. This is hardly consistent with 
the recommendation that number of pupils be ignored entirely 
in classes like physical education and music. Should a physi-
cal education class of 60 and one of 30 be considered on an 
equal basis? Still the greatest criticism seems to be the 
basing of the formula on the time involved rather than the 
wearing effect of teaching-load factors. 
F. Tritt and Ki:.yesy attempted to improve Douglasst_ 1928 
formula by including subject coefficients. They asked the 91 
teachers on the faculty in Belmont High School in Los Angeles, 
YPp. 45-49. 
yw. w. Tritt and Marion M. Keyes, ttEstimating Teaching Loads 
by Means of Subject Coefficients, tt Nation • s Schools (April, 
1930), 5:61-65. 
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California, to rate all the subjects in the curriculum 
against an index of 10 for the average subject. The follow-
ing coefficients resulted: English 12.1, science 11.2, for-
eign languages 11.1, mathematics 10.8, social science and 
music 10.0, art and home economics 9.0, industrial arts 8.7, 
girlst physical education 7.2, and boys' physical education 
7.0. The homeroom and study hall coefficients were set at 
9.0 and 6.0 respectively. The formula then became: 
TL = NC +rNP - 25NC x sc] +[He x ~ +[StC x NS~ 
L.: 60 
TL = teaching load 
NC = number of classes 
NP = number of pupils 
SC l!S subject. ·coefficient 
HC = homeroom coefficient 
NH = number of homerooms 
StC = study hall coefficient 
NSt = number of study halls 
The high index for English bears out the writer's feel-
ing concerning this subject,!/ but the index for social stud-
ies seems low and that for music high. It is hard to visual-
ize girls' physical education being higher than boys' physi-
cal education, and no index is given for business at all. It 
lJP. 48. 
' 
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also seems st~ange for a teacher to have more than one home-
room, and for homeroom assignments to be rated more diffi-
cult than stud~ halls. 
Basing results on opinions of the teachers of only one 
school is a serious limitation. Asking teachers to rate 
their own subjects is likely to reflect vested interests as, 
somewhat in defense, teachers tend to rate their own subjects 
higher. 
This formula still contains most of the disadvantages 
.!1 
of the early Douglass formula. It does not give emphasis 
to extra-class activity, except for study hall and homeroom, 
and neglects many other factors. y 
G. Myers attempted a revision of Douglass' 1932 for-
mula with the main purpose of including homeroom and study 
hall as separate factors. Also 1 he would give other 11cooper-
ationsu a value of one. His formula is: 
TL =[CP + HRP - 2Dup + NP - 20CP - HRP +. PC - 2PSH] rPL - 55l 
10 3 J t 1oo J 
TL = units of teaching load per week 
CP = class periods spent in classroom per week 
HRP = number of homeroom periods a week 
YP. 44. 
y'L. L. Myers, Teaching Loads in Large City High Schools, Un-
published Doctoral Dissertation, Western Reserve University, 
Cleveland, Ohio, 1939. 
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NP = number of pupils in class per week 
PC = number of class periods spent per week in super-
vision of student activities, teachers' meetings, 
committee work, assisting in administrative or 
supervision, or other cooperations 
PSH = periods of study hall supervision per week 
PS = gross length of class period in minutes 
Dup = number of class periods spent per week in class-
room teaching classes for which the preparation is 
very similar to that for some other section not 
including the original section 
The separation of homeroom and study hall from other 
extra·-class activities is commendable, but there are still 
too many other variable factors lumped under one PC heading, 
and all are given a credit of one. In many cases this is un-
1/ 
doubtedly valid, as already indicated, and the weighting 
deserved, but activities vary much more than regular classes. 
While homeroom may be equivalent to a class, this may depend 
on whether there is a regular organized homeroom program, or 
the homeroom is simply a place for caring for attendance and 
other routine. It appears to the writer that the two-thirds 
coefficient for study halls is low, and that, under most con-
ditions, study halls should be rated at least even with home-
room .. 
This formula does not recognize subject variance and 
type of pupil, and still contains a high reduction for dupli-
yP. 47. 
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cate sections and excessive emphasis on large classes. Not 
only are many factors omitted which are a part of the teach-
ing load, but even more noticeable is the neglect of considera-
tion for wearing effect of these factors. 
17 H. Irwin has also attempted to revise the 1932 Doug-
lass formula by giving each 1'pupil cooperation" a separate 
coefficient. His revision of the formula would be: 
TL = SC [cp 20Dup + NP - 20CP1 
10 100 :J 
= PCC x PC 
2 
The symbols are all the same as in the Douglass 1932 for-
Y 
mula, except PCC which represents the appropriate pupil-
cooperation coefficient. 
The revision certainly does tend to correct one of the 
great weaknesses of the Douglass formula. Not only does Irwin 
recommend different cooperations for different activities, but 
he also suggests that each school determine its own coeffi-
cients, thus enabling adapting of the formula to local condi-
tions. Cooperative development of these coefficients could 
well promote acceptance of the formula by a faculty. 
Another interesting suggestion is that unequal loads be 
adjusted by salary differentials. The writer feels that this 
l/Leonard B. Irwin, ttBqualizing Teacher Load in Secondary 
Schools,n American School Board Journal (February, 1946), 
112:27-29. 
yP. 45. 
might cause jealousy among the teachers? as each would tend 
to promote the importance of his own work. Being paid for 
extra work does not assure this work being done more effi-
ciently; in fact, if the load were excessive it might not be 
possible for it to be done as well. 
When discussing teacher-load factors, Irwin lists such 
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f~ctors as type of pupil, physical conditions, and individual 
differences. However, he does not allow for these factors 
except in the PC factor. This does open the door to their 
consideration in attempts to measure teaching load more ac-
curately. While added coefficients may increase the computa-
tion, this extra work may well be justifiable. As in other 
attempts at revision, this formula still contains most of the 
disadvantages of the Douglassifproach. 
I. Brown and Fritzmeier have attempted to overcome y 
one of the disadvantages of the Almack formula by adding 
two factors: the number of daily preparations for a teacher, 
and the number of different fields in which she teaches. The 
formula would become: 
SL = sw X PL X NR X NP 
ljBdwin J .. Brown and Louis H. Fritzmeier, nsome Factors in 
Measuring Teacherts Load,n .Educational Administration and 
Supervision (January, 1931), 17:63-69. 
2/Pp. 42-43. 
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SL = subject load 
sw = subject weight 
PL = length of period in hours 
NR = number of recitations per week 
NP = number of pupils 
Extra-class activity loads could be figured the same 
way. The total teaching load would be the sum of all subject 
and activity loads. This total load would be multiplied by 
correction percentages for the number of preparations and 
the number of fields in which one teaches. The correction 
percentages were: 'two preparations 12%, three 22%, four 36%, 
and five 56%. For the number of fields in which one teaches 
the corrections were: two fields 12%, three 34%, four 75%, 
and five 155%. 
These percentage coefficients were drawn from the opin-
ions of 20 teachers-college profe~sors and 40 rural high 
school teachers. These conclusions seem based on very limited 
data. With rural high school teachers in the picture, it is 
easier to understand the possibility of having five prepara-
tions, or teaching in five different fields. This would be 
far from common, however. 
The use of percentage corrections for the number of 
preparations implies that duplicate sections need no prepara-
tion, which is most illogical. Earlier it has been stated 
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that a duplicate section might well have a reduction of only y 
10 per cent. Somewhat the same principle would apply as a 
disadvantage in the use of percentage increases for number 
of teaching fields. The compounding disadvantage might be 
avoided by applying corrections to each subject or activity 
and not to the whole load. This formula does not take into 
account preparation for teaching in the field considered, nor 
variations in the difficulty of teaching different subjects 
within one field. The latter have been shown to vary more 
. y 
than the fields themselves. If the percentage correction 
idea is to be used, the percentages stated here would not 
necessarily be used, as each school faculty could develop its 
own. This type of cooperative effort contributes to improved 
teacher morale and a better understanding of the administra-
tion problem. Not having to rate subject fields or subjects 
themselves would avoid professional jealousy among teachers, 
but this would appear when subject weights were established. 
It is noticeable that type of pupil and wearing effect of 
teaching-load factors are neglected. y 
J. Sand suggests the use of six factors in measuring 
1/Pp. 31-33. 
~Pp. 25-26. 
2/Harold J. Sand, An Analysis of Certain Factors Pertaining 
to the Teacher Load in Public Schools, Unpublished Master's 
Thesis, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota, 1934, 
pp. 116-117. 
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teacher load as follows: 
TL = PHW : CPW : Dup : MPW : CHW : .AHW 
TL = teacher load 
PHW = number of pupils per week 
CPW = number of class periods a week 
Dup = number of duplicate preparations per week 
MPW = number of minutes of preparation a week 
CHW = number of minutes of non-recitational activity per 
week 
AHW = number of minutes of non-instructional activities 
per week 
Sand does not advocate adding together the totals com-
puted for each factor in order to get a complete teaching 
load. He simply would compare the various factors making up 
the teaching job. In this sense it is not a formula, although 
it could be made into one with appropriate coefficients. Un-
less this were done, the results would be in terms of hours 
with all the disadvantages of time studies already discussed,!/ 
and with no recognition of difficulty or wearing effect. y 
K. Ward suggests measuring teaching load in terms of 
hours per week. He would: 
gPp. 37-39. 
2/William A. Ward, ttFiguring the Teacher's Load," Nation's 
Schools (March, 1936), 17:22. 
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1. Figure the time per week spent in classes, study 
halls, homerooms, and all other duties given a defin-
ite allotment on the schedule. 
2. Allow about 20. minutes for each separate lesson prepar-
ation for the week. 
3. Allow three minutes per pupil per class for the week 
for grading tests and other written work. 
4. Allow reasonable time for coaching, sponsoring clubs, 
pupil conferences, or any othe·r extra activity. 
5. Find the sum and express it in hours per week. 
Item 4 could be developed by the local school faculty, 
and items 2 and 3 might also be varied as the result of co-
operative study. However, this approach has the vested inter-
Y 
est handicap already referred to. Preparation time and cor-
recting time will vary greatly for different fields and for 
different subjects in the same field. Imagine comparing the 
preparing of an international relations class dealing with 
current world affairs where vital happenings effect history 
overnight, with a typing class where little change is evident 
from year to year, or comparing the correcting of an English 
theme with a mathematics paper. Some classes would have far 
more paper work than others. Should they all be allowed the 
same length of time? Item 3 might be a good approach to the 
'• 
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problem of allowance for extra pupils, however. This method 
treats all teaching-load factors as being equal, as long as 
they take an equal amount of time. This overlooks the desir-
ability of subject and activity coefficients, the recognition 
of teaching in two or more different fields or in areas where 
one lacl~ suitable preparation, and allowance for duplicate 
sections. It is to be commended as one of the few measures 
that recognize time for class preparation and correcting of y 
papers, but it has most of the disadvantages of time studies 
and cannot truly be said to be a measure of teacher load. 
if 
L. Frost outlines a formula based on clock hours 
which was worked out by a summer school class of high school 
principals. The formula is: 
TL=AH+PH+.BLxPH +BGxPH 
30 16 
TL = teaching load expressed in clock hours of service 
each week 
AH = assigned hours (60 minutes) of duty per week in-
cluding teaching and other duties 
PH = preparation hours (60 minutes) per week 
BL = exceptional load - more than 30 or less than 20 in 
senior-high school - similar adjustment made for 
playground work, homeroom, coaching and like activ-
ity 
1/Pp. 37-39. 
2/Norman Frost, "What Teaching Load,tt .American School Board 
Journal (March, 1941), 102:43-45. 
EG = extra grade - in high school this would refer to 
study hall in the same room as a regular class 
The formula assumes that the time demanded should be 
considered and not the quality of work. Teaching load would 
be stated in terms of clock hours with the thought that the 
layman may better understand it. The formula may be ·revised 
for local situations where pertinent. The nervous strain of 
different types of activity is not considered because it de-
pends on differences between teachers and not teaching posi-
tions. Participation in community activity is largely op-
tional and often partly recreational, and therefore should 
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not be considered. The formula attempts to measure the teach-
ing position and not the teacher's value to the sChool. One-
half as much time is spent in preparing for classes and cor-
recting papers as is spent in actual conduct of the classes 
themselves. Persons in charge of teachers' meetings, assem-
blies or homeroom activities, should receive the same allow-
ance for preparation as for class work. One-fourth as much 
preparation time should be allowed for duplicate sections, 
laboratory periods, playground direction, coaching and like 
activities. 
Drawing upon the opinions of a small group of principals 
and not using teacher reactions, imposes a severe limitation 
on this method. This is partially offset by the suggestion 
that the formula may be revised to fit the local situation. 
The writer agrees with the exceptional load approach, 
but feels it would have to be adjusted for such classes as 
home economics and industrial arts, which should be smaller 
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' anyway, and physical education and music which may be larger. 
The handicap of having study pupils in the same room with a 
regular class is seldom allowed for in any formula, but should 
not be overlooked. Probably this practice is seldom found 
today. 
The writer agrees that we should measure teaching posi-
tions and not teacher differences; however, the administrator 
should take such differences into account when assigning 
classes and other duties. Also, he should recognize the rela-
tive wearing effect of the various activities rather than con-
sidering only the time spent. 
Allowance of one-half of class time for preparation and 
for correcting papers, seems small, and certainly would vary y 
from class to class as noted previously. This would also 
apply to giving one-half credit to preparation for extra-class 
activities, although variances in the latter may be more than 
for regular subjects. One-fourth as much p~aration time 
seems far too small for duplicate sections, coaching, and 
similar activity. It is hard to understand one-fourth credit 
1/P. 61. 
£/P. 32. 
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for duplicate sections and coaching and one-half for assem-
blies and teacherst meetings. The various items considered 
under each credit heading may vary over a greater differential 
than this and certainly should not be arbitrarily lumped under 
one head. The number of different preparations and teaching 
outside one's field, are neglected entirely, but the study is 
to be commended for at least recognizing preparation and cor-
recting time. Community activities should be included when 
they are a definite part of the teachers' jobs. 
Based on clock hours, this formula omits subject and ac-
tivity coefficients and the related wearing effect, making 
it useful for time studies, but not as a true measure of 
teaching load. 
This study is to be especially commended on the prepara-
tion of an excellent list of practical uses for teaching-load y 
formulas. 
M. The following formula is used in the secondary schools 
f C • • t. Oh. y o ~nc~nna ~, ~o. 
TL = NP + HR + ~SPS + ~ SPL + DP 
.rp 
TL = teaching load in periods per week 
YPp. 4-5. 
~James D. Storer, (Assistant Superintend~nt of Schools), 
Letter to Secondary School Principals, Cincinnati Public Schools, 
Cincinnati, Ohio, April 4, 1944. 
NP = number of assigned periods per week of actual 
classroom teaching 
I{R = homeroom - add 1 if teacher has homeroom 
SPS = study periods of 50 or fewer pupils 
SPL = study periods of over 50 pupils 
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DP = average weekly number of periods of other assigned 
duties in or out of school time 
This formula again is. largely a time study. Subject 
differentials, class sizes, type of pupil, duplicate sections, 
number of preparations, and preparation and correcting time, 
are not considered. The homeroom weighting may be satisfac-
tory, but would need defining before being used elsewhere. 
Recognition of study hall is commendable and often neglected 
in other formulas, but type of pupil and study conditions 
should also be considered. Putting other extra-class activ-
ity under one head with an arbitrary weight of 0.5, does not 
allow for differentials between activities that may be great-
er than those between regular classes because of size of 
group, type of pupil, and difficulty and pressure involved. y 
N. In 1953 Mees studied the method of evaluating 
teacher load employed by the North Central Association of Col-
leges and Secondary Schools. The 10 components used were: 
number of periods, number of different preparations, number 
of study halls, class sizes, number of periods a week, guid-
1/J. D. Mees, ttTeachers' Teaching Load in Illinois,n Journal 
of Educational Research (October, 1953), 47:135-42. 
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ance responsibility, supervisory responsibility, activity 
duties, committee work, and community groups. Mees felt that 
such important items as pupils per class, type of class, and 
duplicate sections, were neglected. He gathered data con-
cerning teaching duties from the faculties of 157 high schools 
in Illinois. These schools were divided according to enroll-
ment. He found: that the average teaching load varied only 
slightly with the size of school, that the load tended to be 
lighter in schools with enrollment below 150, that men had 
a greater load than women, that 16 per cent of the teachers 
had excess loads, and that one-sixth of the teachers had no 
extra-class activities. He established subject weights by 
opinion polls of graduate students at three universities and 
teachers in four high schools. These weights were as follows: 
Agriculture 
Art 
Business 
English 
Foreign language 
Hom:e making 
Homeroom 
Industrial arts 
Athletics 
Clubs 
Committees 
Programs 
Administrative 
duties 
12 Library 
11 Mathematics 
12 Music 
13 Physical education 
13 Science 
12 Social studies 
11 Study hall 
12 Vocational subjects 
12 Plays 
10 Publications 
11 Miscellaneous 
12 
12 
11 
12 
11 
10 
14 
13 
10 
12 
12 
13 
10 
He proposed to reduce the weight by 1 for the first two 
duplicate sections and 1 more for the rest. In other activ-
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ities the weight would be reduced by 1 for each duplicate 
section of five periods. In classes of 25-49 a coefficient 
of 1.3 would be used to correct for the number of pupils, and 
one of 1.6 in classes over 50. In study balls a coefficient 
of 1.3 would be used if the number of pupils was 50-99, and 
one of 1.6 if the number was 100 or over. 
Load would be calculated by setting up a table with the 
following headings (including examples): 
Class or 
Activity 
Homeroom 
.English 
Number Number Length Number 
Weight Students Correction Periods Period Weeks 
11 
12 
22 
28 
1.0 
1.3 
2.5 
5.0 
50 
50 
36 
36 
Periods of irregular length could be transformed to 
equivalent periods of regular length as could an irregular 
number of weeks. .Bach class or activity would be multiplied 
by its weight, corrected for the number of students, and the 
products added to secure the total load. 
This formula is commendable for 'its attempt to correct 
for variable factors. This is apparent l.n the allowance for 
subject weights, activity weights, duplicate sections, class 
size, and study hall. However, the subject weights a~e the 
same for all subjects within a field, and variance within a 
field is not recognized. This formula includes more teaching-
load factors than any other studied, especially in the non-
instructional part of the job. Although establishing activity 
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weights is a good idea, the same lack of recognition of vari-
ance is evident here too. Imagine all the varied duties hav-
ing to do with athletics having the same value. The weights 
established were based on a very small population and many of 
the graduate students may not have had much or any actual 
teaching experience. The reduction for duplicate sections y 
has an advantage over that suggested by jung by being more 
flexible, as it is applied to individual classes, and because 
it allows for further reduction for several duplicate sec-
tions. The latter reduction is to be questioned on the 
grounds that, after teaching more than two divisions of a 
subject, such teaching may become quite boring and thereby 
add to teacher load rather than detract. 
There would appear to be quite a jump in going from 1.0 
(0-24 pupils) to 1.3 (25-49 pupils) as a correction coeffi~ 
cient for number of pupils in a class. While over 25 pupils 
may be considered large, it would seem that there is quite a 
difference between a class of 25 and one of 49. It would ap-
pear that a coefficient of 1.1 for 25-29 pupils, one of 1.2 
for 30-39, and one of 1.3 for 40-50 would have been better. 
Also Mees would not correct for small classes. It does not 
seem that a class of from 5 to 10 should be rated the same 
yPp. 32-33. 
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as one of from 20-24. The desirable class size will also de-
pend on the type of pupil and the type of subject. Mees has 
corrected for the latter as regards fields, but not the for-
mer. The conditions under which study halls are conducted 
are not considered, and the same inflexibility of correction 
coefficients is in evidence. The writer feels that this form-
ula is one of the best to be constructed, but that it still 
does not allow for the type of pupil involved in, nor the 
wearing effect of the various factors composing the teacher 
load. y 
o. Pettit proposes a point system for more equitable 
assignment of teacher load. He includes as factors: class 
size, number of periods taught, number of preparations, 
training, experience, clerical duties, and extra-curricular 
activities. He suggests the following weighting: 
Class size Number of Classes 
Number of J2UJ2ils Score Number Score 
10 8 1 1 
15 12 2 2 
20 20 3 3 
25 25 4 ~ 2 30 30 5 6 
35 40 6 8 
40 50 
yMaurice L. Pettit, "Determining Teacher Load," American 
School Board journal (March, 1954), 128: 34,100. 
Experience 
Years 
0 
1 
2 
OVer 2 
Score 
1 1/4 
1 1/5 
1 1/6 
1 
The formula would become: 
Number of Preparations 
Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Score 
1 
2 
5 
7 
TP = A x C + (P x 25) + (BC x 25) x Bx 
TP = total points 
A = number of pupils 
C = number of classes 
P = number of preparations 
BC = extra-curricular or administrative activities 
Bx = experience score 
He recommends 300 as an average score with 325 as the 
maximum. 
71 
Strong points of this method are the correction for the 
number of classes with an increased score after the third 
class, correction for number of preparations, and correction 
for experience. The latter correction is not found in any 
other formula, and tends to follow the recommendation that 
inexperienced teachers should be assigned a lighter load. 
Over-correction seems evident in regard to class size. A 
class of 40 does not seem twice as difficult as one of 25, nor 
over three times as difficult as one of 15. Very small classes 
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are over-penalized with a further reduction (score of 8 for 
a class of 10 while a class of 20 has a score of 20). 
Pettit would bypass variance in regard to subject matter 
difficulty, on the grounds that it depends on the teacher. 
But wouldn't this same principle apply to class size, experi-
ence, number of classes, and number of preparations? He also 
makes no allowance for study hall, homeroom, industrial arts, 
music, and physical education, and apparently would lump all 
extra-curricular activity under the same heading with the same 
weight. The type of pupil seems to be completely neglected 
and wearing effect of the various factors is omitted. 
P. Although each of the formulas discussed has its strong 
points, none of them may be said to be really satisfactory. 
Their weaknesses include: y 
1. Often too complex (Douglass) 
2 •. Many too simple and incomplete (number of classes)~ 
3. Based on assumptions that are questionable (Frost)2/ 
4. Based on little objective data (Tritt and Keyes)1/ 
5. Subjective - tendency to rate one's own activities 
too high - rating done by people without experience y 
(Mees) 
!JP. 45. 
6/Pp. 41-42. 
2/Pp. 62-63. 
~Pp.52-53. 
2/P. 66. 
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' 
6. Lack of consideration of vital !teaching-load factors 
! 
such as: degrees of difficulty of teaching in differ-
ent subject fields or different subjects within a 
i 
given field~ degrees of diffic~lty for extra-class ac-
tivities, number of preparations, class size, dupli-
cate sections, type of pupil, individual student help, 
and paper work (This is true o£ all formulas in vary-
ing degrees) 
7. Placing too many factors under one heading (Especially 
true for extra-cl.ass activity) ' 
! 
8. Almost complete lack of recogn~tion of the wearing 
effect of the various factors. 1 
The use of formulas appears most practical. when the vari-
ous coefficients are established by codperative effort of the 
local faculty with a tendency toward bJtter understanding and 
acceptance. This prohibits valid comp~rison with other schools, 
i . 
however. The writer feels that the most serious weakness of 
present formulas is the neglect of con~ideration for wearing 
effect. Overcoming this disadvantage will be the main pur-
pose of this study. 
Studies Emphasizing Wearing Bffec~!--Since the writer in 
his'study is mainly concerned with the !wearing effect of the 
' 
various factors making up teaching load, he has studied the 
I 
literature in the field with this cons~antly in mind. While 
i 
often referred to, it is seldom emphasized. Time studies 
cannot include it because of their nature. Some formulas ap-
ply it in a limited way by using coefficients for subject 
difficulty, class sizes, number of preparations and other 
easily measurable factors, but no formula is based primarily 
upon it. The following three studies do tend to stress its 
importance, however. 
A. The research division of the National Education Asso-
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ciation has conducted two studies of teachers' opinions con-
.!/ 
cerning their jobs and overall teaching conditions. In 1936 
lO,OOO.inquiry forms were sent to 188 local teachers' organi-
zations representing a membership of 50,000. The question-
naire asked for teachers• appraisal of their teaching load in 
general, for evaluation of 44 specific load factors, and for 
suggestions and recommendations for improving teaching load. 
Replies were used from 3707 teachers, 2058 of these being in 
high schools. Eighty per cent taught in schools with an en-
rollment of over 500 pupils. 
About one-half of the high school teachers thought their 
loads were too heavy. Many felt that excessive loads were 
preventing professional development. There appeared to be a 
close correlation between the feeling that one's load was too 
1/National Education Association Research Division, tThe 
Teacher Looks at Teacher Load,n Research Bulletin (November, 
1939); 17: Number 5. 
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heavy and a dislike for teaching in general, coupled with un-
satisfactory relationships with administration and associates. 
The most important factors involved in heavy loads appeared 
to be: class interruptions, correcting papers, overcrowded 
classrooms, excessive number of pupils, the social promotion 
philosophy with its inherent tendency to neglect essentials, 
and poor school buildings. Physical education teachers felt 
the most pressure from class sizes. Home economics and in-
dustrial arts teachers referred most frequently to problems 
concerning type of pupils and equipment. Correcting papers 
was a heavy pressure for teachers in English, business, mathe-
matics and science. It was felt that large classes prevented 
the meeting of individual differences, and increased paper 
work and the disciplinary control problem. Teachers reporting 
heavy loads also reflected heavy extra-curricular assignments, 
unfavorable relationships with associates and teaching of sub-
jects for which they had not had suitable preparation. 
In their suggestions for improvement the teachers felt: 
that it was the pressure of the total load and total time re-
quirements that was excessive and not that of specific items, 
that extra-curricular activities and class interruptions 
added heavily to load, that poor administrative relationships 
adversely affect teaching, that much administrative routine 
is unwarranted, that local teacher-load studies were needed, 
and that public understanding of the nature of the teaching 
load was essential. 
An outstanding feature of this study is its revelation 
of the intangible factors of the teaching load. It does not 
suggest a means of measuring load, but it does point out the 
necessity of recognizing .wearing effect as well as time. 
It is probable that the respondents in this study re-
flected a select group. All teachers in a system did not 
fill out the questionnaire, but probably less conscientious 
teachers would not give.as accurate a picture even if they 
had participated, due to their tendency to overemphasize the 
requirements of their work. Opinions of teachers in small 
schools seem to be neglected, as 80 per cent of the schools 
concerned had enrollments over 500. 
!I:Y Another study was made in 1949, where 13,500 inquiry 
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forms were sent to 114 county educational associations and 93 
city associations in all 48 states. Rural areas received 
10,400 forms and city systems 31,000. The forms were devel-
oped on the basis of several preliminary tryouts with groups 
of classroom teachers. Replies were received from 2200 
teachers with 830 being from high school faculties. This 
1/National Education Association Research Division, •Teach-
ing Load in 1950, r1 Research Bulletin (February, 1951), 29: 
Number 1. 
e/National Education Association Research Division, ttNBA and 
Teacher Welfare: Teacher Load,n National Education Associa-
tion Journal (February, 1956), 45:96-97. 
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study did not appear to be slanted toward the cities as did 
the one in 1936. 
The average work week of the high school teachers was 48 
hours; 23 were spent in classroom instruction, 13 in out-of-
class but related activity, and 12 in extra-class assignments. 
This represented an increase over the 1936 study, eapecially 
in the latter two categories. 
Findings in regard to departments showed: 
Preparation: average 3.7 hours, high - social studies, 
low - industrial arts and mathematics 
Correcting papers: average 3.9 hours, high - Bnglish and 
business, low - music, art and industrial arts 
Preparation of equipment: average 1.8 hours, high - sci-
ence, home economics, art,music and indus-
trial arts, low - physical education 
Individual student help: average 1.6 hours, high - home 
economics, industrial arts and music, low -
physical education 
An average of 3.6 hours was spent in community and ser-
vice work. Fifty per cent of the teachers reported partici-
pating in teachers' organizations and PTA associations. 
Fifty-three per cent of the teachers felt their load was 
heavy, ten per cent saying it was very heavy. This is only 
slightly more than in 1936. About one-third of the teachers 
reported they did not enjoy teaching, a conclusion most no-
ticeable in small towns and rural areas. Those reporting the 
greatest strain appeared to be carrying the heaviest loads. 
The factors that seemed to weigh most heavily were intangible 
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~n quality and hard to measure. It was felt that teaching 
load could not be measured by the hour. Extra-curricular ac-
tivities were the greatest source of pressure, followed by 
excessive number of pupils, inadequacy of facilities, books 
and supplies, pupils of low ability and poor attitude, un-
sympathetic administrators, and teaching assignments differ-
ent from one's preference. This closely paralleled the re-
sults of the 1936 study. 
Suggestions for improvement included: additional person-
nel, better administration, better plant and facilities, 
equalization of load, and assignment in fields in which one 
feels qualified to teach. 
In connection with this study a separate inquiry was sent 
to superintendents and principals, three-fourths of whom re-
ported attempts at decreasing teaching loads. 
This study had the same advantages and limitations as 
the one in 1936, reflecting the personality of the teacher 
concerned as well as actual teaching conditions. The strong-
est point in this study seems to be its recognition of the 
intangible pressures present in the teacher 1 s job, which 
should not be ignored by devices established to measure 
teacher load. "It is a spring board for a searching inquiry 
into the intangibles of teacher load with a view to possible 
improvement in the educational climate of the local school 
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nl/ 
systems.-
B. The Standards committee of Redford High School of 
:?! Detroit, Michigan, devised a point system as a measurement 
of teaching load. Bach single-period class meeting daily is 
given a weight of 20 points and other activities are weighted 
against this standard. The weighting takes into account such 
factors as the strain of working with large groups, perform-
ing before the public, location of activity, and preparation 
time. Double-period classes are assigned 30 points, study 
halls 15 points, senior play 35 points, coaching boyst varsity 
athletics 35 points, musical performances 20 points, and 
sponsoring clubs 5 points. A teacher's load is computed by 
adding the points. 
This plan has merit in being cooperatively developed, and 
thereby probably understood and supported by the local facul-
ty. While adaptable only to the one local situation, it does 
provide a basic plan for use by other schools. This plan is 
very flexible and allows for the inclusion of any activity 
deemed a part of the teacher's load. 
It would appear that activities are weighted but classes 
are not. This seems hardly consistent. Also, it seems that 
y·nTeaching Loa:d in 1950," op 1 cit., p.' 6. 
2/Red~o:td 'J¥-g~ School, Report of the Standards Committee, 
Detro~t, M~ch~gan, 1946. 
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study hall assignments are underplayed and the senior play 
and coaching overemphasized, especially if clubs in general 
give only a 5 point credit, but again these differences apply 
to a local situation and may have been well justified by lo-
cal pressures • y 
C. Clark has been one to realize that teaching is an 
overworked profession. He cites as disadvantages of teach-
ing: the lack of status, low salaries, unfair criticism, and 
the myth of short hours and long vacations. He points out 
that much work is required outside of school hours and the 
vacations are without pay; also, that in industry hours have 
grown shorter, but in teaching they have become longer with 
the increase in activities and services and improvement in 
methods and materials. He feels the present status of the 
teaching profession is mainly responsible for the shortage of 
teachers, and that teaching load needs careful study in order 
to improve this status. yy 
His study is the first attempt to really emphasize 
the importance of wearing effect in measuring teaching load. 
1/Leonard Clark, ttTeaching: an Overworked Profession," ~ 
Clearing House (September, 1955), 30:34-35. 
yLeonard Clark, ttWearing Effect of Various Teaching Activi-
ties," School Executive (February, 1954), 73:47-49. 
2/Leonard Clark, The Relative Wearing Effect of Certain Ac-
tivities in Teaching Load, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 
Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts, 1953. 
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Feeling that some teacher tasks were more wearing than others, 
Clark attempted to establish coefficients for the various 
factors making up teaching load, basing these coefficients on 
the opinions of high school teachers in New England. He con-
tacted the principals of 233 schools, of which 111 agreed to 
participate, and were sent the inquiry forms for the teachers 
on the staffs. One hundred six schools actually cooperated, 
involving 1223 teachers. Although the inquiry forms were 
handled by the principal of the school, the instructions 
asked that they be returned to him in a sealed envelope in 
order to obtain more accurate results. 
In addition to data on the inquiry form for classifica~ 
tion of respondents, Clark listed 63 teaching activities in-
dividually on slips. The respondents were asked to rank these 
activities in the order of their opinion of the wearing effect, 
after first discarding those with which they had had little 
or no experience. It was suggested that the slips be arranged 
into five groups first, and then each group arranged separ-
ately. The groups represented activities that were: extreme-
ly wearing, more than average wearing, average wearing, less 
than average wearing and least wearing. Clark changed these 
ranks to stanine scores in order to summarize the ratings on 
a comparable basis. Bach teaching activity was given a co-
efficient on a nine point scale. These were tabulated for 
all respondents, the different sexes, and groups of varying 
j .•. _! • .:: ... 
. !·..-""' 
age, training and experience. 
He concluded that most activities were equally wearing 
but that some varied considerably. He felt this variance 
must be taken into account in estimating teacher load. His 
1 
list of teaching activities, arranged under the five group 
headings mentioned on the precedi~& page, in the light of !I . 
teacher opinions, was as follows: 
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Most wearing - teaching classes in which one lacks suit-
able preparation 
More than average wearing - correcting themes and note-
books, teaching a dull class, coaching boys' interschol-
astic sports, teaching slow pupils, teaching a large 
class, sponsoring publications, correcting tests, lunch-
room managing, coaching girls' sports, teaching double 
period core classes, and maintaining discipline in cor-
ridor, lunchroom and playground 
Average wearing - conducting assemblies, conducting study 
halls, sponsoring student councils, teaching a double 
period laboratory class, acting as school treasurel;, pre-
paring tests, teaching music, conducting detention per-
iods, sponsoring department clubs, set construction, 
coaching debate and oratory, teaching a class of medium 
size, making out reports, making out report cards, being 
faculty manager, conducting homeroom, keeping records, 
taking correspondence, extension and university course 
work, supervision, coaching minor sports, conducting in-
tramurals, sponsoring hobby clubs, giving extra help, 
acting as class sponsor, being chairman of a faculty com-
mittee, responsibility for costumes, teaching duplicate 
sections, evaluating progress, coaching intramurals, 
teaching better than average classes, teaching small 
classes, arranging equipment and supplies, teaching a 
bright class, officiating intramurals, and sponsoring 
assemblies 
Less than average wearing - selling tickets in homeroom, 
making collections, serving on faculty committees, se-
!(op. cit., pp. 322-25. 
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lecting and buying equipment, participation in faculty 
meetings·, attending PTA meetings, administering stand-
ardized tests, counseling, selling tickets at the gate, 
and participating in community functions 
Least wearing - attending faculty meetings and doing pro-
fessional reading 
Clark had originally intended to construct a measuring 
device from his data, but because of the magnitude of the 
study this was not done. He did suggest that such a method 
would involve the determination of the time spent in a teach-
ing activity, multiplying this time by the wearing effect co-
efficient, and adding the products for total load. Such a 
measuring device would include wearing effect as well as time, 
would be flexible and adaptable to any activity, and the com-
putation would be simple. However, accuracy would depend on 
the honesty of the teacher, considerable computation would be 
involved if all factors were considered, and the coefficients 
were not based on sufficient data. In the latter respect, 
Clark recommends further study to validate coefficients. 
Other limitations of the study are: no activities are 
equally wearing on all teachers, depending on individual per-
sonalities (note Clark1 s statement!/ "the amount of time each 
teacher spends •••• is largely determined by his own inclina-
tion and personality.tt); over 50 per cent of the schools con-
tacted did not wish to participate and many cooperating 
1(op. cit., p. 4. 
.,.,...-_,. 
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schools had incomplete returns, making the respondents a 
rather select group; filling out the inquiry form and rating 
63 factors was too great a task for most teachers to do en-
thusiastically or even conscientio~sly,and without doubt many 
took little pains with the study, simply trying to get the 
job (another addition to teacher load) done as quickly as 
possible; the slips that the activities were listed on were 
rather hard to shuffle and might better have been on cards 
that were shorter and wider; many of the activities were fa-
miliar to so few teachers that the results were hardly valid 
because of the small number of replies. It would seem that 
the number of factors could have been cut down to overcome 
this disadvantage. This would also make the task of the re-
spondents more appealing. Rather than each one being single 
and definite, a range of coefficients would seem better. 
adaptable to use in the local situation. 
This study is an excellent attempt at a realistic con-
cept of teacher load and has paved the way for the writel: as 
he undertakes further refinement of a solution to the teacher-
load problem. 
Expressions of Opinion:--In addition to time studies, 
formulas, and reports of other investigations relative to 
teacher load, the literature in this field includes many art-
icles expressing the opinions of people vitally interested in 
the problem. Because of the positions and experience of the 
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authors~ these articles are worthy of consideration. In one 
1/ 
such article Martin- discusses the factors involved in 
teaching load, with a view toward helping the administrator 
with personnel assignments. He stresses the importance of 
establishing a curriculum that meets pupil needs, and at the 
same time recognizes the limitations of the school plant, the 
need of having sufficient teaching and staff personnel, and 
the desirability of the avoiding of several preparations for 
a teacher. He feels that load increases with class size and 
suggests optimum class sizes for the various subject fields. 
He recommends that new teachers should be given a smaller load 
the first year and refers to extra-class activities as the 
area.where the administrator must use special caution in as-
signment. 1The entire service load must be taken into consid-
eration if that load is to be determined objectively."~ He 
concludes that more hours of work do not necessarily mean 
better results, and his final implication that we spend more y 
for liquor than we spend for education, is meant to arouse 
public support. 
Even with his broad outlook, Martin does not include 
1/George Martin, ttAdjusting the Teacher Load,u Educational 
Administration and Supervision (November, 1951), 37;415-22. 
gVIbid., p. 421. 
~Op. cit., p. 422. 
nearly all of the activities making up teaching load. Miss-
ing are such factors as: type of pupil, duplicate sections, 
amount of preparation for classes, and correcting papers and 
other clerical work. However, his suggestions do issue a 
challenge to the administrator to be more realistic in his 
assignment of duties to personnel. 
Similar discussions concerning teacher-load factors have 
been submitted by many other authors. Notable among these y y y 
are articles by Nelson, Odell, and Romine. These will 
be referred to in the following analysis of teaching-load 
factors. 
3. Factors in Teaching Load 
The most common factors:--Teaching load has been defined g 
earlier · as the sum total of the burden of the various du-
ties, both instructional and non-instructional, that directly 
§/ 
relate to a given teaching position. Clark states that ac-
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1 Thomas Nelson, ttTeacher Load,n American School Board Journal 
July, 1945), 111:50. 
2/C. W. Odell, uTeacher Load in Illinois High Schools, n Bul-
letin of the National Association of Secondary-School Princi-
pals (January, 1949), 33:91-94. 
3/Stephen Romine, nsubject Combinations and Teaching Loads in 
Secondary Schools,n School Review (December, 1949), 57:551-58. 
,!/P. 16. 
2(Leo~ard Cla~k, The Relative Wearing Effect of Certain Activi-
t~es ~n Teach~ng Load, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Bos-
ton University, Boston, Massachusetts, 1953, .p. 3. 
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tually any teaching load consists of two major components: 
the amount of time required to do the job and the cumulative 
wearing effect of the various tasks which are involved. Con-
sideration of time suggests such factors as number of classes, 
activities, and other duties assigned, but it also must in-
elude time which the teacher may control. This time includes 
class preparation, correcting papers, pupil conferences, pro-
fessional study, and similar activity. Teaching time is not 
as easily defined as time in business and industry. 
The most obvious teaching-load factors were revealed in 
the analysis of twelve formulas reviewed earlier in this chap-
ter. Summarized, with the number of times used, these in-
eluded: number of teaching periods 12, number of pupils 12, 
extra-class activity (usually all such items under one head-
ing) 11, period length 7, number of preparations 6, subject 
coefficients 5, homeroom 5, study hall 5, duplicate sections 
4, class preparation 3, correcting papers 1, extra grades 1, 
teacher training 1, and teacher experience 1. y 
As mentioned earlier, a big disadvantage of formulas in 
general is the inclusion of only part of the factors making y . 
up a teacher's job. Clark states that 11anything which in-
fluences the amount of time a teacher must spend at his work, 
YPp. 72-73. 
yop. cit., p. 6. 
or which influences the wearing effect of any activity he 
performs as part of his job, is a factor in that teacher's 
load.u Examination of literature indicates that there are 
numerous additional factors to those already cited as used 
in formulas. Analysis of these is handicapped by the differ-
ent terminology used, and by the inclusion under one head 
by one author, what may be divided into several factors by 
another. This should be remembered in examining any list of 
factors. 
' After considerable study and summarizing, the writer 
chose the following 32 factors to be used in the study. This 
!I 
was reduced from 35 following the preliminary tryouts. 
1. Teaching an average class in one's subject field (av-
erage in size and ability) 
2. Teaching a duplicate section when one is assigned two 
or more classes in the same subject. Example.--The 
second of two classes in Algebra I 
3. Teaching one period of a double period class such as 
in laboratory or shop 
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4. T_eaching a large class in one's subject field (large 
under ordinary conditions, not as taught by the master 
teacher in the modern trend) 
5. Teaching a small class in one's subject field 
6. Teaching a heterogeneous class where there is a wide 
!/P. 132. 
range in native ability to learn and/or acquired 
achievement in the subject 
7. Teaching a bright class where the native ability to 
learn and the acquired achievement in the field are 
distinctly above average 
8. Teaching a dull class where the native ability to 
learn and the acquired achievement in the field are 
distinctly below average 
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9. Teaching in a field which is not one's preference or 
for which one lacks suitable preparation 
10. Doing class preparation outside the class period, in-
cluding lesson planning, providing for group activity 
and individual differences, preparing tests and pro-
jects, as well as securing, arranging and caring for 
equipment and supplies 
11. Doing individual work with students outside the class 
period such as that involved in mak~up for absence or 
extra help for those who need it 
12. Correcting papers, tests, projects, notebooks, and 
similar work involved in checking pupil;. progress 
13. Conducting study hall 
14. Conducting homeroom or group guidance 
15. Holding conferences with parents 
16. Preparing marks or grades, rank cards, and reports 
17. Doing individual guidance counseling involving stu-
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dent problems such as choosing one•s vocation, elect-
ing courses, and personal and family difficulties 
18. Supervising students outside the classroom, before 
school, at noon, or after school; in the corridors, 
on the playground, in the cafeteria, or in the gym-
nasium 
19. Conducting a detention room 
20. Participating in faculty meetings, curriculum work-
shop, and similar activity 
21. Taking professional courses, doing professional read-
ing, and attending teachers• conventions 
22. Doing committee work such as that involved in partici-
pation in the administration of the school 
23. Participating in :parent-teacher association activity 
or other community, civic, or social work 
24. Coaching boys' varsity interscholastic sports 
25. Conducting intramural sports 
26· .. Coaching girls' sports 
27. Acting as faculty manager or director of athletics 
28. Sponsoring student government organizations such as 
student council 
29. Directing publications such as the school yearbook, 
magazine, or newspaper 
30. Coaching dramatics, speaking, debating, or preparing 
for assemblies, commencement, or other similar special 
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programs 
31. Sponsoring clubs or other organized group activities 
which meet during the school day (other than those 
already mentioned) 
32. Conducting or chaperoning evening social or athletic 
events 
This list contains three times as many factors as the y 
list summarized from the review of teaching-load formulas, 
yet many of the factors could be subdivided further. The 
writer has decided against this in order to prevent his study 
from becoming unwieldy. If factors affect a small minority 
of teachers, replies are inadequate for valid conclusions. 
These should be considered on an individual basis rather than 
as general teaching-load factors. It would seem appropriate 
to analyze the main factors in teaching load at this time. 
·y 
Also, in the latter part of the chapter the writer will dis-
cuss some items which he does not believe should be considered 
as a part of the teachers' load, even though they are some-
times referred to as such. 
Analysis of factors:--The relative difficulty of teach-
ing in various subject fields is taken into account in a 
yP. 87. 
YPp. 119-124. 
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majority of teaching-load formulas. Some authors feel that 
it is difficult to tell whether the teaching of one subject 
is more or less wearing when it is compared to teaching y 
another. Clark concludes that the field in which one teaches 
does not seem to influence the wearing effect of preparing y 
for or teaching classes. However, if one compares the teach-
ing of typing, a routine skill subject with definite standards, 
to the teaching of problems of democracy where the background 
material is constantly changing and where the type of pupil 
may determine the approach to be used, there is little ques-
Y 
tion as to the relative difficulty. Nelson says that social 
science classes in particular seem to demand much advance 
preparation. These may be extreme cases but many others might 
be used. The case for subject differentials has already been 
discussed in analyzing teacher-load formulas.~ 
Paper work is an important factor in comparing subjects. 
!{Christian Wood Jung, The Development of a Proposed Revision 
of the Douglass Formula for Measuring Teacher Load in the 
Secondary Schools, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Univer-
sity of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado, 1949. 
~Clark, op. cit., p. 16. 
2/Ibid., p. 237. 
4/Thomas Nelson, "Teacher Load,n American School Board Journa.t 
tJuly, 1945), 111:50. 
2/Pp. 48 and 61. 
93 y 
Lyon states ttclasses that involve daily or weekly paper 
grading place a heavier sustained burden on the teacher than 
do classes in which paper grading is limited.u In the NEA 
'Teaching Load in 1950tt study some definite conclusions were 
. . y 
drawn in this respect which have already been cited. 
Rating of subjects always presents the problem of vested 
interests.l/ Teachers will tend to rate their own subjects 
higher and probably do not possess the knowledge of other 
fields necessary for fair comparison. This has been high-
V v 
lighted as a disadvantage of time studies and formulas. 
It may be better to approach this problem by isolating various 
sub-factors that can be measured as was done in the NBA !:I . 
study. These may be totaled for a coefficient. 
Another disadvantage of comparing subject fields is that 
differences between fields may not be as great as differences 
11 
within fields. This again may be illustrated by comparing 
!/Luther Lyon, "A Plan for Evaluation of Teacher Load,u Cali-
tornia Journal of Secondary Education (October, 1945), 20:346. 
y'Pp. 75 and 77. 
yw. w. Tritt and Marion Keyes, ttBstimating Teaching Loads by 
Means of Subject Coefficients,u Nation's Schools (April, 1930), 
5:61-65. 
,YPp. 37-38. §/P. 72. 
~National Education Association Research Division, 'Teach-
ing Load in 195o,n Research Bulletin (February, 1951), 
29:3-50. 
J/S. M. Brownell, The Working Hours of Secondary School Teach-
ers in Connecticut, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Yale 
Un~vers~ty, New Haven, Connecticut, 1926. 
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such subjects as typing and business law, or general mathe-
matics and solid geometry. These differences must be allowed 
for in any assignment of coefficients. 
Even though the average teacher in one department might 
spend more time and energy than the average teacher in another, 
many teachers in the first department would spend less than 
the average teacher in the second, and many from the second 
department would spend more than the average teacher in the 
first. The method used in teaching the subject may be a 
greater factor in the difficulty of teaching a subject than 
something intrinsic about the subject itself. Compare the 
algebra teacher with many years of experience who never opens 
a book outside of class, with the algebra teacher who makes 
the subject meaningful by application, and reviews the pre-
sentation procedure carefully before each class. Or compare 
the traditional history teacher who is a page assigner and 
lesson hearer, with the teacher whose history classes are 
closely allied to present day events. In the first class the 
time is taken up by recitation of information read or memor-
ized from the pook, or by answering questions listed at the 
end of the chapter. In the second class the ttwhyn and "lhowtt 
are emphasized as well as the factual •'whatn and ttwhenn, and 
the textbook is little in evidence as group and project work 
come to the fore and supplementary materials and teaching 
aides are plentifully used. Meeting individual differences, 
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preparing demonstrations, encouraging pupil participation in 
planning, and providing separate group responsibility are 
time consuming, yet the satisfaction of teaching a class one 
enjoys and of seeing the results of a job well done, may 
greatly offset the extra energy and time required. Yes, the 
personal approach by the teacher and the method used may vary, 
but the.writer feels that the inherent nature of a class 
should be taken into account when determining teacher load. 
Many teaching-load studies have attempted to compare the 
subject fields in regard to teaching difficulty. Eleven of 
these ratings are summarized in Table 1, together with a com-
posite. These studies obviously were not conducted under the 
same conditions, but each seems significant enough in scope 
to warrant the results being averaged in a composite rating. 
Duplicate sections mean the teaching of two or more 
classes in the same subject where the preparation is somewhat !I . 
similar. Clark states that duplicate sections may be 
slightly less wearing than preparing for teaching an original 
section. He feels that the difference does not seem to.be 
great enough to warrant consideration in estimating teacher 
~ . ' 
load. In his formula Mees reduced subject weight by 1 for 
the first two duplicate sections and one more for the rest. 
gop. cit., p. 329. 
yop. cit.t p .. l3B. 
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Table 1. Difficulty of Teaching in Various Subject Fields as Rated by 
Eleven Authors. 
-----------------------------------------------------~--------------------
Authors and Ratings Subject Fields (l=most difficult, 2=next most difficult,etc.) 
(1) (2)a(3)b(4)c(5)d(6)e (7)£ (8)g (9)b (lO)i (ll)j (12)k (13)1 
English 7 1 1 2 4 1 3 2 2 5 1 1 .. 64 
Social studies 5 2 3.: 2 1 2 3 3 1 9 5.5 3.41 
Science 1 8 2 2 2 4 1 4 3 10 2 3.55 
Mathematics 5 3 5.: 5 8 5 6~~ 10 4 6 4 5.64 
Foreign language 10 7 9.: 5 6 3 3 9 6 2 3 5.77 
Business 9 5 9.!: 5 5 8 6.5 5 5 1 - 5.90 
Home economics 2.5 9 7 8 7 6.5 6 • .: 1 8 4 7.5 6.14 
Music 8 4 5.5 10.: 3 9 9.5 6.5 10 7 5.5 7.14 
Industrial arts 2.5 6 11 8 9 6.5 6.5 8 7 8 7.5 7.32 
Art 5 - 8 8 10 10 9.5 6.5 - 3 9 7.83 
Physical Education - - 3 .. 5 p_o.5 ~1 - ~1 ~l 9 11 10 9.63 
a/Thomas Cole, uMeasuring Teacher Load in Secondary School Subjects, n 
American School Board Journal (December, 1947), 115:31-32. 
2/Martha Crofoot, nAmount of Time Spent in School Work in Terms of 
Teacher Hours and Pupil Hours, rt ·Educational Administration and Super-
vision (September, 1931), 17:446-52 • 
.s/Harl R. Douglass and Kenneth L. Noble, ttRevised Norms for High School 
Teaching Load,u Bulletin of the National Association of Secondar -School 
Principals (December, 1954 , 38:97-98. 
yLeonard B. Irwin, uBqualizing Teacher Load in Secondary Schools," 
American School Board Journal (February, 1946), 112:27-29. 
~/Jung, op. cit. 
f./Elmer McDaid ,et al., nWhat is Your Teachers 1 Work Week, u School 
Executive (July, 1947), 66:41. 
rt./J. D .. Mees, ttTeachers 1 Teaching Load in Illinois,n Journal of Educa-
tional Research (October, 1953), 47:135-42. 
!/National Education Association Research Division, op. cit. 
l/C. W. Odell, nTeacllar Load in Illinois High Schools,u Bulletin of the 
rational Association of Secondary-School PrinciEals (January, 1949), 
13:91-94. . . 
VStephen Romine, ttSubject Combinations_ and Teaching Loads in Secondary 
:chools,n School Review.(December, 1949), 57:551-58. 
/Tritt, OE· cit. 
/Composite rating 
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Romine states1/ that duplicate assignments in a single field 
involve less total teaching load. Going over somewhat the 
same ground a second time in the same day should not be as 
difficult. Certainly there is less preparation necessary, 
both in planning for the class and arranging the supplies and 
equipment. This factor is treated in several teaching-load 
formulas either under the head of duplicate sections or num~ 
ber of preparations.~ Douglass~ gives it a coefficient of 
0.9 and would allow for a variance from 0.85 to 0.95. This 
coefficient was 0.8 in the Douglass 1932 formula and the in-
fl . d . d y crease re ects the change ~n present ay teach~ng metho s. 
Of course, no two classes are exactly alike, especially 
as to type of pupil, but the writer feels that a slight re-
duction is warranted for teaching duplicate sections. 
Double period subjects are those that meet over two con-
secutive class periods. This is found most often in home 
economics, industrial arts, and laboratory classes in science. §/ 
Clark, found that, hour for hour, there was little differ-
1/0p. cit., p. 558. 
,g'P. 87. 
3/Harl R. Douglass, ttApplying the Revised Douglass Formula 
!'or Measuring Load of High School Teachers 1 n Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondary-School Principals (October, 
1952), 36:66-68. 
1f P. 19. 
2fop. cit., p. 329. 
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ence between the first and second periods in such subjects. y 
However, Nelson states that four double periods are equiva-
lent to six or seven single periods. Some time may be saved 
in preparation, but holding the attention of a class·over 
two periods may well be an offsetting strain. In laboratory 
or shop work, supervising students working individually or in 
small groups, may be far more of a strain than may appear to 
one not used to the situation. The writer is inclined to ac-
cept Clark's conclusion. 
It would appear that more literature is available on 
class size than on any other teaching factor. This is a good y 
indication of its importance. Brown and Fritzmeier state 
that nnumber of pupils is one of the important factors in de-
termining the amount of work a teacher does.n 
There is considerable disagreement as to the effect of 
:Y. 
class size on teaching load. Chamberlain states that the 
size of the class has little or no effect on pupil achieve-
ment, and that there is no real evidence of better results y 
from small classes. Dailard states that class size is un-
1/0p. cit., p. 50. 
_y'Bdwin J. Brown and Louis H. Fritzmeier, usome Factors in 
Measuring the Teacher 1 s Load,n Educational Administration and 
Supervision (January, 1931), 17:65. 
' 
YLeo Martin Chamberlain,. The Teacher and School Organization, 
Prentice Hall, Inc., New York, 1941, pp. 294-95 • 
.1/Ralph C. Dailard and Robert B. Jenkins, nour Children Won,tt 
American School Board Journal (August, 1948), 117:24. 
related to amount of work. 
. y 
Keyworth analyzed 35 studies 
related to this topic and found 11 showed advantage for the 
large class, 20 indicated li.-ttle difference, and only 4 in-
dicated advantage for the small class. Treating both sides 
:?/ 
of the question~ we find Carr stating: that large classes 
make as good scores on standardized tests as do those in 
small classes, that statements of class size effectiveness 
are a matter of opinion, and that the best size depends 
largely on the personality· of the teacher, the aims of the 
subject being taught, and the method of teaching. He feels 
that in certain fields large classes do best but in others 
small classes have the advantage. It is well to note.his 
feeling that knowledge may be imparted as well in large 
classes but skills may not be perfected as effectively, and 
that large classes do handicap effective instruction. D~t-
Y 
ton feels that pupils learn as well in large classes where 
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students are less dependent on the teacher and show more ini-
tiative, but he also states that, while facts may be assimi-
lated satisfactorily in large classes, character and person-
ality development and other intangibles suffer and individual 
l/M. R. Keyworth, 11Larger Classes Have Their Advantages~n 
Nation1 s Schools (January, 1933), 11:29. 
yWilliam G. Carr, ttA New Angle of Attack Needed in Class Size 
Research,u Nation1 s Schools (November, 1932), 10:27-30. 
yc. F. Dutton, ttShall Class Size Be Increased, tt National 
Education Association Journal (January, 1933), 22:19. 
. , .... 
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differences cannot be met. He feels that it is false econ-
omy to att1JPt to cut costs by increasing class size. 
McLaughlin puts this same conclusion in an interesting state-
ment: "The size of the taxpayerts bill is inversely propor-
tional to the size of the classes.u He feels that~ while re-
search is not definite, large classes tend to operate in 
lockstep, be textbook centered and give little opportunity 
for self expression, while small classes allow greater free-
dom, provide the opportunity for the meeting of individual 
differences, make possible the use of more non-textbook 
material, and allow more chance for leadership training. 
In keeping with the feeling that large classes are a 
handicap, we find Richards~ stating that it is harder to 
lecture a large class and that work with superior students 
or with students having academic difficulty, should be indiv-y 
idualized. Brown and Fritzmeier state that ttthere can be 
little doubt that the discipline problem is increased with 
the size of the class and this must be taken into account y 
when comparing the large with the small class~rr Mees makes 
,!/William P. Mc'Laughlin, ''Class Size Affects Learning Ability,n 
School Executive (March, 1956), 75:91. 
2/C.. F.. Richards, ''Toward the Bqualiza tion of Teaching Loads, n 
Journal of Higher Education (January, 1950), 21:39-41. 
~Op. cit., p. 65. 
1(0p. cit., p. 138. 
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no reduction in his formula for small classes, but would use 
a coefficient of 1.3 for classes of from 25 to 49 and 1.6 
for classes over 50, as compared with a coefficient of 1.0 y 
for classes of 0 to 29. Moehlman regards overloading y 
classes as the great administrative sin. Lucas compares 
teaching today and a quarter century ago. Changed attitudes 
in society have been reflected in changes in student·attitude 
toward school. Often we find parents condoning lack of co-
operation of their children. Regardless of the amount of 
preparation and strain of teaching, th~ paper work increases y y 
in proportion to the number of pupils. Clark found. that, 
while early studies indicated no advantage in small classes, 
later studies seem to show they do have an advantage, and it 
seems reasonable to believe that such classes are beneficial §) 
to both pupils and teachers. In his own study, he found 
that the large class is more wearing, especially if it ex-
ceeds 30. The larger the school the larger the class size 
and therefore the teacher load; according to Romine.~ 
XJArthur B. Moehlman, School Administration, second edition, 
Houghton Mifflin.Company, Boston, 1951, p. 215. 
yw. c. Lucas, nshould Our PostWar Classes Be Large or Small, n 
American School Board journal (june, 1945), 110:32. 
2/Norman Frost, 'twhat Teaching Load, tt American School Board 
Journal (March, 1941), 102:44. 
±fop. cit., p. 11. 
£lop. cit., p. 557. 
Boston University 
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What should be a desirable class size? A~ack states 
that fatigue becomes_apparent when classes include more than 
y y 
25 pupils. Douglass and Gunderson establish the median 
~ 
at 25. The NBA study found that teachers think class sizes 
should be under 30 with none over 35. 
The writer feels that an optimum class size will vary 
from subject to subject. This approach is taken by Shell-§/ 
hammer who establishes the following desirable medians: 
physical education 36, social studies 30, language arts 28, 
mathematics 27, science 26, business 25, music 24, foreign 
language 23, art 22, industrial arts 20, and 25 for all 
&I I ' 
classes. Martin would have the following recommended 
sizes: physical education 30-40, literature 20-40, health 
1/John c. Almack and James F. Bursch, The Administration of 
Consolidated and Village Schools, Houghton Mifflin, Boston, 
1925, pp. 87-88. 
~Harl R. Douglass, Modern Administration of Secondary Schools, 
Ginn and Company, Boston, 1954, p. 94. 
2/Agnes Gunderson, ''The Teacher Shortage and the Teaching Load, tt 
American School Board Journal (March, 1946), 112:28. 
4/National Education Association Research Division, ·~EA and 
Teacher Welfare: Teacher Load,tt National Education Association 
Journal (February, 1956), 45:96-97. 
5/Thomas A. Shellhammer, ucan We Lengthen the Work Week of High 
School Teachers,n Bulletin of the National Association of 
Secondary-School Principals (November, 1955), 39:56 • 
.§/George Martin, nAdjusting the Teacher Load,tt Educational 
Administration and Supervision (November, 1951), 37:419. 
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and social studies 30, language 25, mathematics? science, and 
fine arts 20-25, and vocational subjects 20. This reflects 
. . y . 0 3 a study reported ~n Nat~on•s Schools, wh~ch suggested 2 - 0 
as the range for optimum class size with 25 preferred. 
In the subject fields the writer feels that 20 to 30 is 
a good range with 25 the desired median. In assigning classes 
for the past two decades he has used these figures where at 
all possib~e. He feels that English, foreign language, mathe-
matics, science, and art should range from 20-25, while social 
studies and business classes might be from 25-30. Industrial 
arts and home economics should be from 15 to 20. Music classes 
may vary widely according to the type of activity. Physical 
education might be 30 to 40. Within the fields there will be 
some variance, as evidenced by comparing a business machines 
class with a first year class in typing. Classes running over 
these sizes should be considered as adding excessively to 
teacher load, while classes under these figures represent some-
what a waste of money. 
In contrast to the great amount of literature dealing 
with class size, there is comparatively little reference to 
the type of pupil on the teaching load. 
it is a more important factor than size. 
The writer feels that y 
Clark states that 
yNation's Schools School Opinion Poll, "What Size High School 
Classes,n Nation's Schools (June, 1945), 35;29. 
~Op. cit., p. 29. 
the makeup of the group does influence both the time a 
teacher must spend with a class and the strain of teaching 11 . 
this class. He concludes that classes of dull and slow 
pupils are appreciably more wearing to the average teacher 
than the normal class. 
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Pupil attitude and cooperation are important. What 
teacher would not prefer a class of 30 students who are co-
operative and of average or better ability, to a much smaller 
class of uncooperative students who are also lacking in abil-
ity? Even the best of teachers find it difficult to cope with 
boys and girls who have little interest in school and who are 
largely on their own outside of the school influence~ 
While slow and uncooperative classes make the work hard-
er, exceptionally bright classes are not necessarily easier 
than average groups, due to the extra pressure of challenging 
them to work up to capacity. 
The type of pupil as related to grade level, seems· to 
y' 
find the upper grades involving greater teaching loads. 
This may be the result of the added pressure of extra-class 
activities rather than the type of pupil involved. Although 
the advanced nature of the work may seem important, it is 
probably offset by the greater discipline problem that tends 
1/0p. cit., p. 327. 
~Jung 7 op. cit. 
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to exist in lower grades, especially in the junior-high 
school. In larger schools the teaching load seems to be less 
than in smaller schools, but again this does not reflect the 
type of pupil as much as it does the wider distribution of 
extra assignments. 
In preparation for teaching it has been customary to do 
extensive work in two fields (the major-minor concept)~ For 
this reason most teachers do not find difficulty with teach-
ing combinations in two different fields, especially if these y 
fields are related. Romine cites mathematics and science, 
English and language, and English and social studies, as the 
most common combinations. It is when one is assigned subjects 
in three fields that the number of preparations become par-
ticularly wearing. This puts an extra burden on the teacher 
because of the extra preparation work necessary in an attempt 
to offset the lack of background knowledge in the extra field. 
Nor can this handicap be offset by the spending of time. Onets 
interest or lack of it, is a factor in strain and the extra 
field will usually be one in which the teacher does not enjoy 
working. Clark~ lists the teaching of subjects in which one 
lacks suitable preparation as the most wearing of all activi-
ties. As our school enrollments increase and consolidation 
!/Stephen Romine, op. cit., p. 558. 
y'Leonard Clark, OJ2 .. cit., pp. 321-22. 
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grows, this factor takes on less and less importance, but it 
still must be taken into account by the administrator in as-
signing load. 
Class preparation is a factor that may be controlled by 
the teacher. Although those in the proverbial rut rely on 
knowledge and past experience and do little outside prepara-
' tion, the good teacher realizes the value of careful planning 
for every class every day, regardless of the number of times 
the subject has been taught. Each class is different in its 
1/ 
makeup, as has been noted in discussing duplicate sections.-
Differences in pupil ability and achievement should be recog-
nized. Those teachers who really enjoy teaching are most 
likely those who plan their work to enable variety in class 
procedure and the choice of the best method of approach for 
each activity of the class period. They enter the classroom 
with confidence in what they are to do, which cannot help but 
make the class a more inspired one. 
The amount of preparation needed will vary. In some 
areas it involves a great deal of reading, as in literature 
and soci~l studies, while in others it involves preparation of 
equipment and supplies, as in science, home economics, and 
industrial arts. The social studies teacher not only must 
plan the work of the day but must keep informed on current 
1/P. 95. 
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affairs. The science teacher must be up on the latest scien-
tific progress. The home economics teacher must be familiar 
with the latest recipes and fashions. Although experience 
should be exploited and there exists some variability among 
subjects, this factor should rate second in importance only 
to actual teaching itself. 
If pupils are to be treated as individuals, opportunity y 
must be provided for teacher-pupil conferences. \~ile much 
individual work with students may be done in class, especially 
during supervised study, some time should be spent after 
school with those pupils who find difficulty with their work, 
with·absentees for makeup work, and with gifted pupils in 
directing projects that challenge them to work up to capacity. 
As distinguished from detention, this individual work is like-
ly to be of less strain due to the improved attitude of the 
pupil when he is not performing for the entire class. How-
ever, the work usually comes at the end of the day when the 
teacher is tired, and often involves students who do not 
respond readily because of lack of interest or ability. This 
may somewhat offset the advantage of freedom from classroom 
y' 
pressure. Clark found individual work to be average in 
1/Robert S. Gilchrist and Beatrice Rodenburg, ttDoing Additional 
Work, 11 Bulletin of the National As so cia tion of Secondar -School 
Principals December, 1950 , 34:198. 
~Op. cit., p. 333. 
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wearing effect. 
Correcting of papers, projects, notebooks, tests, and 
similar work, is also a teaching-load factor that may be con-
Y 
trolled by the teacher. Fewer papers may be assigned, or 
they may be scanned rapidly or not even read at all. Paper 
work is .a definite part of the teacher load for most subjects, 27 
with special emphasis on .English and mathematics.. Lyon 
says, nclasses that involve daily and weekly paper grading 
place a heavier sustained burden on the teacher .. than classes 
in which paper grading is limited.u Correcting papers is not 
particularly inspirational work either, as it becomes a ntask 
to be done'' and lacks the incentive of preparing for a better 
class period. Twenty-six per cent of the teachers in the NBA g 
study rated it as a tfheavyn factor in teaching load and y 
than average wearing for the average Clark found it more 
teacher. 
The size and type of the group and the facilities for 
study hall make this factor a difficult one to measure. With 
a small group of ambitious students the teacher may not only 
find the task light, but even may be able to correct papers 
1/Nelson, 0)2. cit., p. 50. 
YOJ2. cit., p. 346. 
2foE. cit., p • 11. 
.1/0J2. cit., p. 330 
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and prepare class work. With a large group of uninterested 
students where lighting and seating facilities are poor, the 
teacher must act as a policeman and the strain may be far 
greater than a regular class. Study pupils in the back of a 
class, in assembly halls, and in lunchrooms are especially 
wearing. While this assignment has the advantage of not re-
quiring much preparation, many teachers would rather be 
teaching the group in order to improve the atmosphere and con-
Y 
centration.. Douglass uses a coefficient of 0.6 as a study 
hall weighting, but this will vary greatly with the group and 
physical conditions. 
Most teachers are assigned homerooms. The importance of 
this factor depends upon what is involved. If it is a short 
five minute period for taking attendance, participating' in 
opening exercises, and hearing notices, it is far less import-
ant than if it involves a longer period daily, or at least 
once a week,where a planned group guidance program with pupil 
organization is necessary. If the homeroom teacher must keep 
attendance registers and turn in reports, it adds considerably y 
to the load. Nelson says that many teachers would rather y 
teach another class than have a homeroom. Tritt and Keyes 
YOE· cit., pp. 96-97. 
_g/02· cit., p. 50. 
YOJ2· cit., pp. 61-65. 
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give it a special coefficient in their teaching-load formula. y 
Clark says it is as wearing as a normal class. 
While group guidance is often considered a regular class, 
it may be a part of the expanded homeroom assignment. Since 
it does not have as definite a body of subject matter as the 
average class, it demands a different approach in order to 
achieve successful results. The teacher must know the philo-
sophy and program of activity of the school involved, and be 
able to interpret these to the students, as well as impart 
other knowledge, ideals and attitudes that will help boys and 
girls to get the most out of school and be better prepared to 
get along with people throughout life. It provides opportun-
ity for a great deal of pupil participation and assumption of 
responsibility. The wearing effect of the homeroom and group 
guidance program will depend greatly on the impo_rtance at-
tached to it in a given school. Because it can make a vital 
contribution to student welfare, the administrator should ex-
excise care in assigning those who are to be responsible for 
it. y . 
Gilchrist states·that, in order to help students to 
grow and develop, conferences with parents should be a regular 
part of the teacher's job and not an additional task. Teach-
yop .. cit., p. 334. 
6(op. cit., p. 198. 
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ers can do better work with students if they know home condi-
tions and parent attitudes, while parents can be more of an 
aid to the~r children if they are familiar with the nature 
and requirements of the school program, and of the individual 
classes in which their offspring are enrolled. Individual 
conduct and scholastic problems can often be solved by mutual 
cooperation of the parent and teacher. Most schools provide 
opportunity for such conferences at PTA meetings, and sched-
ule appointments at the end of school or during the teacher 1 s 
free periods. Such conferences may be initiated by both the 
school and the parents. Since the discussion tends to be 
·about problems and since they often involve disagreement as 
to procedure, they may be the cause of considerable strain and 
certainly cannot be overlooked in determining teacher load. 
One of the most common complaints of teachers is the 
amount of clerical work they must perform. This includes ~-
!/ Sanders sug-paring marks, rank cards, and other reports. 
gests that all unnecessary reports should be screened out care-
fully and help provided to the teachers for items that are y 
essential. Crofoot reported on a study, one reSult of which 
was the recommendation for assistance in grading papers and 
1 Mary Sanders, "No Time for Teaching, tt School Executive 
September, 1944), 64:47-48. 
2/0p. cit., p. 452. 
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other clerical work. The desire to rank fairly may cause a 
lot of time to be spent preparing marks, and the strain in-
volved may be accentuated by students' protests (usually un-
founded) that they deserve higher grades. This task often 
includes not only preparing one's own grades, but helping 
transpose all grades to rank cards and permanent records. 
Any required reports do add to teaching load and should be so y 
recognized. Clark found this factor to have average,wear-
ing ·effect. 
Guidance counseling is to be distinguished from individ-
ual help related to regular classes. It may be a full time 
position or be part time involving one or two periods a day. 
Conferences concern such student problems as choosing a voca-
tion, electing courses, and personal or family difficulties. 
Counseling involves a special skill in setting the stage for 
the pupil to do most of the talking. It is often hard to re-
frain from giving too much advice. Although counselors do be-
come interested in students with whom they work, there is not 
the same pressure for success that exists for the classroom 
2/ 
teacher. Clark found this factor to be less than average 
wearing. 
Supervision of pupils outside of class, before school, 
1/0p. cit., p. 338. 
~Op. cit., p. 334. 
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at noon, or after school, in the corridor, on the playground, 
in the cafeteria, or in the gymnasium is part of most teach-
ers1 daily activities. The atmosphere existing at a given 
school determines the difficulty of this task. In some 
schools students assume responsibility for their conduct by 
means of monitors and patrols, classes pass in orderly. 
fashion, and the lunch period, as well as before and after 
school time, is well organized. In other schools the teacher 
must be a policeman in the corridors and confusion may reign y 
supreme in the lunchroom. Clark found this activity to be 
more than average wearing. While it does not require much 
preparation and is usually for short periods of time, this 
time could be opportunity for rest and relaxation for the 
teacher, rather than periods of stress caused by being re-
sponsible for students with whom one may have little other 
contact and probably does not even know. Also, these times 
are periods of relaxation for the students and they tend to 
be more boisterous and noisy. Conditions in the school and 
numbers of pupils involved are important considerations in 
describing this factor. 
Supervising the detention room is one of the most dis-
2/ 
agreeable of a teacher's tasks. Clark found it more than 
yop. cit., p. 339. 
1/0p. cit., p. 340. 
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average wearing. It invariably comes after school when both 
pupils and teachers are tired. It includes mostly uncoopera-
tive students who probably are not interested in school and 
do as little study as possible even in the regular school 
day. The difficulty of this assignment again reflects the 
atmosphere of the school. Some schools do not even find such 
assignments necessary. Although rotated around the staff, it 
is still one of the hardest parts of a teacher's work. 
Most schools have an organized program of faculty meet-
ings. The role of the teacher may vary from passive listen-
ing to active participation via panels or reports. Faculty 
meetings are a key part of the in-service program and s~ould 
be looked upon as opportunities for better preparation for 
actual teaching. In this respect, it is definitely a part 
of the load. Speaking before one's fellow workers may prove 
to be a strain, but an openminded and responsive faculty can 
make discussions most worthwhile and satisfying. While a 
given teacher might have more responsibility for a particular 
meeting, if the program is well organized such responsibility 
will be fairly distributed throughout the year. 
Very closely associated with faculty meetings are gradu-
ate study, professional reading, participation in workshops 
concerning curriculum and other pertinent school problems, 
and doing committee work such as that involved in participa-
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tion in the administration of the school. Teachers must read 
and study in order to grow in their ability to instruct. 
They may profit greatly by the interchange of ideas in listen-
ing to good speakers or discussing vital issues with fellow 
teachers. Their viewpoint will be broadened and they may as-
sume a much more favorable perspective toward the school and 
their own jobs. In the democratic atmosphere permeating most 
good schools today such duties as serving on committees to 
study special problems, being members of a teachers' council, 
and establishing and revising courses of study, are a regu-
.!/ 
lar accepted part of the teacher•s job. Clark found this 
factor to be average wearing except for young teachers. 
From its very name, participation in the Parent-Teacher 
Association is expected of a teacher. The schools belong to 
the citizens of a community who must understand their aims, 
achievements, and needs. This cannot be handled adequately 
by just the upper echelon of school officials. Parents par-
ticularly want to meet the teachers of their children and be 
informed of their progress and problems. The PTA may be the 
liason agent for promotion of cooperative ·parent-teacher dis-
cussion and planning. Bven though meetings are usually held 
in the evening, seldom do they come more often than once a 
month. The PTA is one of the very few community activities 
1/0p. cit., p. 340. 
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y 
which may be considered a part of the teaching job. 
found it less than average wearing. 
Clark 
Teachers must guard against becoming involved in other 
community activities to the extent that their regular work 
suffers. Yet they should live normal lives and this involves 
some such contact. It is probably safe to say that a teacher 
should indulge in such activity only when it is a source of 
satisfaction and recreation. 
Extra-curricular activities are extra no longer. nout 
• 
of class activities are an important,essential and vital part y 
of the curriculum. n t'The extra has reached the state of es-
Y 
sential.n n •••• considered a part of the modern day teach-
if ing load ..... may be of more value than .classroom activity.,tt 
In preparing for life in a democracy, activities have the 
following values: broadening the school program by supple-
menting classroom work, ·development of school unity and mor-
ale, provision of opportunity for service and self expression, 
development of poise and initiative, discovery and develop-
ment of talent, training for leadership; giving practice in 
1/0p. cit., p. 342. 
2/Chester Babcock, ''Who t s the Goat, n Clearing House (May, 
T950), 24:548. 
3/Virginia Morrison, t~ow Many Extras?" Peabody journal of 
Education (May, 1955), 32:349. · 
1/Thomas L. Nelson, ttAn Analysis of the Teacher Load Problem,tt 
California Journal of Secondary Education (May, 1945), 20:284. 
117 
the assumption of responsibility, increasing of interest in 
school, helping in choosing and preparing for a vocation, 
and provision for wise use of leisure time. As the extra-
becomes co-curricular, it is justifiable to be assigned as 
y . . . 
a part of the teachers' loads. Roach says, ttass1st1ng 1n 
supervisory duties in connection with school-sponsored ath-
letics and social activities are appropriate teaching duties 
and are therefore permissible teaching assignments when made 
impartially and without discrimination.tt It is not so much 
a question as to whether or not these activities are a part 
of a teacherts load, as it is whether they have been added 
J/ 
as an extra with little or no relief. As Bowlby says, 
teachers need rest at the end of the day; however, they get 
extra duties and no pay. 
The administrators find it quite difficult to apportion 
activity assignments, as they vary greatly in difficulty from y 
activity to activity. Dailard points out that the great-
est inequalities in teaching load are in the extra-curricu-
lar assignments. Often a few willing and gullible volunteers 
do it all. Not only do these activities take time with pu-
1/Stephen F. Roach, t~he Board and After-Class Assignments 
tor Teachers,n American School Board Journal (September, 
1955), 131:33 .. 
_y'Charles L. Bowlby, "A Little Extra for Those Extra-Curri-
cular Duties,u Clearing House (September, 1947), 22:20. 
~Ralph C. Dailard, op. cit., p. 24. 
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pils, but they take extra time for planning. Preparing for 
a club meeting, a play rehearsal, or a sports practice, may 
take even more time than getting ready for a regular class .. 
There is also the pressure involved. Varsity athletic teams 
perform before the public,who expect a winner or clamor for 
a new coach. 
to success. 
Long hours are involved with a premium attached 
Clark found1/ coaching major sports to be among 
the most wearing of activities, especially on older persons. 
To an only slightly lesser degree, the play director and the 
yearbook sponsor also must operate under pressure. 
In addition to coaching varsity sports, directing drama-
tics and sponsoring publications, activity assignments in-
elude intramural sports for both boys and girls, sponsoring 
student government organizations, coaching speaking and de-
bating, preparing for assemblies and other special programs, 
conducting and chaperoning evening social and other school 
events, and sponsoring clubs or other organized groups which 
meet during the school day. Under the latter heading come 
honor societies, subject clubs such as language, science and 
mathematics, hobby clubs such as camera, stamp, and dancing, 
and school service groups such as library staff, cafeteria 
workers, nurses aides, traffic monitors, and school-news 
21 
writers. Clark classifies dramatics, publications, and 
1/Leonard Clark, op. cit., p. 335. 
~Ibid., pp. 335-37. 
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student government as more than average wearing, and assem-
blies and intramurals average wearing. 
Not only are co-curricular activities largely over-
looked in attempts to measure teacher load, but, when they 
are considered, there is a lack of differentiation. Not 
only should they be recognized, but they should be given in~ 
dividual weights in keeping with the time and wearing effort 
involved. 
questionable teaching-load factors.--Giving extra pay 
for extra work has been one attempt to equalize teacher load. 
In these days of single salary schedules, it has been a 
method of giving some teachers, usually men, a differential 
and thus attracting them to a position or discouraging them 
from leaving. While this practice may help certain teachers 
financially, it is questionable whether or not it really 
does much to equalize or lighten teacher load. Bowlby!/ 
describes it as bait to attract teachers, men especially. 
He feels that extra pay should be only for duties that can-
:?:/ 
not be distributed. Martin says that an overworked teach-
er, even though financially rewarded, cannot do efficient 
work. The teacher is primarily giving instruction and all 
other duties are over and beyond normal responsibility with 
!7Char1es L. Bowlby, op.- cit., p. 21. 
:?:}George Martin, op. cit., p. 415. 
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respect to those services for which one's salary is paid,ac-Y y 
cording to Hinchey. Bernerd, reporting on extra pay pol-
icies as revealed in the NEA teaching-load study, found that 
teachers in general are opposed to extra pay and would prefer y 
that duties be distributed equally. Clark states that extra 
pay may motivate one to undertake an extra job more willing-
ly, but it cannot make the work easier. He feels that the 
job takes just as much out of a person who is highly paid as 
it would if he were not paid at all. Extra pay may remove 
some of the pressure of making ends meet financially, but it 
also may increase pressure because more will be expected of 
one who is paid extra. It may increase morale in individual 
cases, but it cannot shorten hours nor lessen strain and fa-
tigue. Extra pay has been given largely for duties in rela-
tion to athletics, and, because of such apparent favoritism, 
it may intensify in~quality and lower the morale of the staff 
±I §_! 
as a whole. Clark states that paying extra for any ac-
tivity tacitly announces it as an unessential part of the 
1/C. E. Hinchey, ttThe Issue of Added Compensation for Extra 
~esponsibility for Extra Work,tt Bulletin of the National Asso-
ciation of Secondary-School Principals (March, 1951), 35:173. 
YGladys Bernerd, "Extra Pay vs No Extra Pay, tt School Activi-
ties (November, 1952), 24:97-100. 
2/Leonard Clark, op. cit., p. 32. 
4/Nation's Schools School Opinion Poll, uWhat About Extra 
Pay for Extra Work,u Nation's Schools (June 1 1947), 39:30 • 
.2/Ibid., p. 32. 
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real program, and the standard load represents all that a 
teacher should carry. 
Because their importance is being recognized more and 
more, activities are gradually being absorbed into the school 
day by means of an activity period. Responsibilities dur-
ing this time are more easily considered a part of the teach-
ing job because they come during school hours. In this situ-
ation extra pay is not the problem. When the activity period 
is a part of the regular school day, after-school conflicts 
are avoided, activities become available to all students, and y. 
they increase in importance and prestige. Tompkins empha-
sizes that activities are an 'essential part of the school 
curriculum and found that 66 per cent of the schools have 
such a period. 
When it is necessary for activities, such as play re-
hearsals, social events, and athletics, to meet in out of 
school time, then a formula may be worked out cooperatively 
by a school staff in order to nieet the ttfavoritismtt complaint. 
. y 
Such a plan is in vogue in Keene, New Hampshire. Their 
formula is: 
.Extra pay = X(PF) [Actual hoursl [·2 + number pupils 1 
100 ~ 30 ~ 
YElls worth Tompkins, ttBxtra Pay for .Extra Work,. n School 
Activities (February, 1952), 23:196. 
2}Keene School Department, Extra-Curricular Salary Formula 
and Schedule, Mimeographed. Keene, New Hampshire, 1954. 
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X = basic unit - activity with most pressure such as 
football coaching 
PF = pressure factor - 1 to 5 
.2 = compensation for small groups 
100 = 100 hours needed to get base unit 
This formula is applied to all time spent in activity 
work after a certain time at the close of school. Followers 
of this scheme point out that it is not as expensive as re-
leased time. Releasing a teacher one period a day is the 
equivalent of one fifth of a teacher, making the cost this 
same fractional part of the teacher 1 s salary, a figure that 
will approach $1000, which is rather high for most activities. 
The writer agrees that extra pay is not a real factor 
in teacher load inthat it does not lighten the load nor 
make it less wearing; in fact, it may even cause one not to 
do as well at one's regular job due to the time and energy 
required for the extra work. 
The writer feels that other factors in addition to ex-
tra pay should not be considered in attempting to measure 
teacher load. In contrast to the factors treated in earlier 
parts of this chapter, the following items do not appear to 
be comparable or consistent enough to be included in a gen-
eral measuring device. 
In regard to school enrollment, the load tends to be 
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heavier in small schools with smaller and less experienced 
staffs and less or poorer equipment. However, this may be 
offset by smaller classes and an atmosphere involving a close 
relationship between pupils and teachers. The greatest 
handicap i_s the attempt of the small school to try to do too 
much in aping its larger contemporaries where the load may 
have wider distribution. The same comparison applies to the 
type of school, such as the senior-high vs the six-year y 
school. Studies show little variance in teaching loads in 
grades 10, 11, and 12, thus discounting grade level as fac-
tor. 
In considering the teacher himself, one would include 
such items as health, sex, age, experience, preparation, home 
conditions, emotional makeup, and unpleasant relationships. 
Some teachers work rapidly, some slowly; some skimp, while 
others go the second mile. If individual personalities were 
to be considered, it would really mean a separate formula 
for each teacher. It is better for the administrator to 
make personal allowances when applying any measuring device. 
Unpleasant relationships with onets associates or onets su-
periors, or insecurity in the job, may be wearing on a teach-
er, but they would hardly be included in a formula. It is 
better for the teacher in such a situation to change posi-
1/Harl R. Douglass, op. cit., p. 97. 
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tions if possible, or even his line of work. 
Physical conditions such as overcrowded classrooms, 
unattractive and unsanitary buildings, inadequate equipment, 
textbooks and supplies, and undesirable school location, 
cause extra strain and involve extra time, but are peculiar 
to a single school and exist in such varying degrees that it 
is better for individual recognition to be made. 
Teaching methods will vary as do teachers. Traditional 
teaching is probably less wearing but it does not furnish 
the same satisfaction. Meaningful and applied class work 
that results in better pupil understanding and achievement, 
gives one the feeling of a job well done and, therefore, in-
volves less strain. 
It may be possible to generalize in regard to age, sex, 
experience, and preparation, but such generalizations would 
not be so much teaching-load factors as aids to the admini-
strator in assigning teachers where they may do the best jobs 
and be happiest. The other items mentioned in this section 
should receive individual recognition appropriate to the lo-
cal situation when assignments are made. This process will 
be helped by the supplementing of the weighting system of 
any measuring device with the use of a range of coefficients 
rather than single ones. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURE 
1. Scope of the Study 
Grade level.-- This study deals with teacher load in 
senior-high schools. The teachers who helped with the study 
are teaching in such schools. 
Population.-- The study involved meeting directly with 
the faculties of eleven high schools within a 100 mile radius 
of Boston. In reviewing literature about teacher load, and 
especially the studies made in this field, the writer became 
concerned about the probability of securing true responses by 
mail. Often a large number of the schools contacted do not 
wish to participate in a study, many not even bothering to 
acknowledge receipt of the original letter. The latter soon 
finds its way into the ttroundtt file, or is put away and for-
gotten. Of the schools taking part, most have incomplete re-
turns, with fifty per cent perhaps considered acceptable. 
Conclusions based only on responses from conscientious teach-
ers can hardly be called representative. Failure to secure 
responses from the desired population cannot help but distort 
the results. 
Rather than having to depend on written material, the 
-125-
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writer was able to explain orally the purpose of the study, 
the procedure, and what would be done with the results. The 
inquiry form was filled out by all members of the faculty at 
the same time. This enabled emphasis on certain items for 
better understanding, and allowed for the answering of ques-
tions to give clearer interpretation. The actual rating or 
arranging of the cards containing the teacher-load factors, 
appeared to be enjoyed b~ all. Many pertinent questions were 
asked and comments made, which will be referred to later in 
the study. 
The eleven participating schools may be divided into 
three groups according to size as listed in Tables 2, 3, and 
4. These tables also show the type of organization of the 
schools, the date of the meetings with the staffs, and the 
number of faculty participants. These meetings averaged 
about an hour each and were held two or three a week from the 
last week in April, 1957, through the third week in May. 
They were arranged to take part of a regular faculty meeting 
in most cases, with only three special meetings being neces-
sary. In five of the schools the serving of refreshments 
helped to get the meeting underway in a relaxed manner. 
Data to collect .·--In the review of literature already 
. 
described in Chapter II, the concept of teacher-sload was fur-
ther studied until it resulted in the establishment of the 
teaching-load factors thought by the writer to make up the 
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Table 2. Participating Schools ~ith Small Enrollment (up to 
200 in grades 10-12), Type of Organization, Date of 
Meeting, and Total Faculty Participants 
- -------- -- ------
-----------------------------------
School Type of Date of Meetin~ Faculty 
Organization Participants 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Bourne .......... Four year 4/3%57 9 Cohasset .•.•... Six year 5/8 57 19 
Marshfield .•... Four year 5/20/57 15 
Oliver Ames y. Six year 5/14/57 15. 
·-
rrotal 58 
,Y'North .Baston 
Table 3. Participating Schools with Medium Enrollment (200 to 
500 in grades 10-12), Type of Organization, Date of 
Meeting, and Total Faculty Participants 
-------~~----~--- --------- --- -- - - --- ----- - ------
School Type of Date of Meeting Faculty 
Organization Participants 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Bridgewater •••• Six year 5/6/57 28 
Marblehead ..... Four year 5/16/57 26 
Silver Lake a/. Six year 4/2%57 19 Stoneham •.•. -: .. Three year 5/9 57 22 
Total 95 
a/Regional High School in Kingston 
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teacher's job. These factors have already been listed and 
discussed in that chapter.!/ Since the writer feels that 
teacher~load involves both time and wearing effect,~ the 
main purpose of this study was to determine the wearing ef-
fect of the teaching-load factors as a necessary preliminary 
to the construction of a measuring device. Some studies 
have used the opinions of·administrators and students in 
Table 4. Participating Schools with Large Enrollment (over 
500 in grades 10-12), Type of Organization, Date of 
Meeting, and Total Faculty Participants 
------------------------------------------ -- ---- --------
- - -
School 
(1) 
Brockton ••...•. 
Natick .....•... 
Wellesley •..... 
1/Pp. 88-119 . 
.e/Pp. 15-17. 
Type of 
Organization 
(2) 
Three year 
Three year 
Three year 
Date of Meeting Faculty 
Par~icipant 
(3) (4) 
5/2/57 72 
5/22/57 61 
5/21/57 36 
Total 169 
s 
graduate classes in education for this purpose, but the 
writer feels that the people who really know the nature of 
wearing effect are the teachers themselves. 
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Because of the varying teaching situations of the re-
spondents, Part I of the inquiry form concerned information 
for the purpose of identification, classification and inter-
pretation. The size and type of the schools outlined in 
Tables 2, 3, and 4 were obtained directly from the principal 
in each case. The inquiry form for the teachers secured per-
sonal information which included age, sex, professional prep-
aration, subject fields and experience. Also, the teachers 
were asked to indicate their assignments during a typical 
week. This included not only instructional but non-instruc-
tional and co-curricular duties. Under appropriate headings 
they indicated the nature of the group, its size, the number 
of periods involved a week, and the type of student. There 
was also opportunity for indication of any activity for which 
extra pay was received, including the amount, and whether 
teaching activities were more wearing at particular periods 
of the day. Respondents were asked to list additional fac-
tors they felt were a part of the teacher's job and to com-
ment freely on the study. 
In connection with Part II of the inquiry form, the re-
130 
spondents were furnished with a packet of 3 inch by 4 inch 
cards, each containing a teacher-load factor numbered to cor-
respond with the list in Chapter II. Y They were asked to dis·-
card from the packet any cards containing factors with which 
they felt they had not had adequate enough experience to 
enable the rating of the wearing effect. The remaining cards 
were then arranged in an order corresponding to the respond-
ent's feeling of the wearing effect considered on a comparable 
time basis. To facilitate this procedure the cards were 
first arranged in three piles, most wearing, average wearing, 
and least wearing. Bach group was then separately arranged 
with the most wearing factors coming first, then the three 
piles were put together. In parentheses preceding the number 
on the card, the teachers numbered the cards, beginning with 
1 for the most wearing, 2 for the next, up to the number of 
the card indicating the least wearing factor, this number 
being the same as the number of factors rated. It was sug-
gested that experience in other years and other schools be 
used in the rating. The nature of wearing effect was dis-
d • k . •th 1. d'f• •t• 2/ c t• . cusse ~n eep~ng w~ an ear ~er e ~n1 ~on.- au 1on was 
given not to consider the wearing effect in terms of the 
.!fPp. 88-91. 
]/P. 16. 
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rumount of time involved in a teaching-load factor, but rather 
the strain or what the performance of the duty takes out of 
a person mentally, emotionally, or physically. Consideration 
was given to the disagreeableness, the boredom, and how tired 
it made a person. A page of instructions for the rating was 
included with the inquiry form and used in the explanation of 
this part of the study. A copy of the inquiry form and ex-
amples of the cards containing the teaching-load factors are 
included in the appendix • .!/ Of the 32 factors, 22 was the 
median number rated, with the range all the way from all 32 
to 1. In cases where few factors were rated it was because 
the teachers involved were specialists, such as librarians 
or directors of athletics. These ratings were not used in y 
the study, as explained later. In Table 5 a tabulation of 
the number of factors rated is outlined. 
At the beginning of the study the writer had thought of 
having the respondents rate each factor on a scale of from 1 
to 10, feeling that it would be difficult to distinguish be-
tween many of the activities. As it would also be hard to 
distinguish borderline cases, it was decided to have the fac-
tors arranged in order of wearing effect, thus filling in the 
gaps. At the meetings some respondents did indicate that they 
found it difficult to distinguish between the wearing effect 
1/ Pp. 223-227. 
2:./ P. 134. 
Table 5. Number of Teaching-Load Factors Rated by Various 
Respondents 
-------------------------------------------
--- -
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
Factors Rated Respondents Factors Rated Respondents 
Rating 
-
Rating 
This Number This Number 
(1) (2) (1) (2) 
32 4 16 11 
31 3 15 6. 
30 0 14 7 
29 4 13 3 
28 6 12 4 
27 18 11 4 
26 10 TO£/ 2]?/ 
25 24 9 1 
24 34 8 2 
23 22 7 2 
22 30 a/ 6 0 
21 30- 5 0 
20 22 4 0 
19 22 3 1 
18 24 2 1 
17 17 1 2 
_y'Median 
£/Ratings of 10 or fewer not used in the study 
of many of the factors. Some rated two or three factors to-
gether in groups. 
The tryout.--After considerable refinement, the first 
copy of the inquiry form, together with the teaching-load 
factors on slips of paper, were tried out with approximately 
25 secondary school teachers who were representative of an 
extension class in Public School Administration being taught 
by the writer, and with 15 high school principals. Several 
changes were made as a result of the tryout. The original 
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35 factors were consolidated to 32. As the participants 
found the slips of paper hard to arrange, the factors were 
put on cards. In addition to the page of instructions, the 
original inquiry form had six pages. The length in itself 
was a negative factor in the minds of many in the tryout. 
With the help of interested principals and teachers, the form 
was condensed to three pages by combining some sections and 
elimating some material that was felt unnecessary. 
2. Treatment of Responses 
Tabulation and organization of responses.-- As soon as 
possible after each meeting, usually that same evening, the 
cards containing the teaching-load factors rated by a respond-
ent according to wearing effect, were coded to the accompany-
ing inquiry form, identifying both school and respondent to 
enable further comparison if necessary. Efficiency in handling 
precluded the keeping of the cards and the forms together. 
The ranks from the cards were transposed to the left margin 
of the first page of the inquiry form in two columns. One 
contained the number of the teaching activity and the other 
the rating number. The columns were arranged so that the 
rating number was directly opposite the number of the teach-
ing-load factor involved. 
Table 6. Distribution by Schools of Responses Used and Dis-
carded 
--------------------------------------------------------
--
School Total Discards Total 
Faculty Faculty 
Participant:: Incorrect Too Few Restonses 
Rating Factors Rated sed 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Bourne •••.• 9 1 0 8 
Bridgewater. 28 2 0 26 
Brockton •••• 72 1 4 67 
Cohasset •••• 19 0 1 18 
Marblehead •• 26 1 0 25 
Marshfield ... 15 0 0 15 
Natick •••••• 61 0 2 59 
Oliver Ames. 15 0 1 14 
Silver Lake. 19 1 0 18 
Stoneham •••• 22 0 0 22 Wellesley .... 36 0 3 33 
Total ..... 322 6 11 305 
Six of the responses were discarded because of errors or 
incorrect method of rating. As soon as all responses were int 
they were arranged in groups according to the number of fac-
tors rated. This has already been outlined in Table 5. It. 
was felt that if ten or fewer factors were rated, these re-
sponses would not be comparable to the others because of the 
narrow experience involved. This eliminated 11 responses as 
shown in Table 5. Table 6 shows the number of responses used 
from each school and also the discards. 
In order to enable comparable treatment, the ratings were 
then transformed to linear scores by a method outlined by 
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Hull.!/ These scores were listed in a third column in the 
left margin of the inquiry forms, each score being opposite 
the number of the appropriate factor. Tabulating sheets were 
then prepared containing the number of the factors from 1 to 
32 across the top and the respondent's code number down the 
left hand side. The score for each factor rated by a respond-
ent was posted under the appropriate factor number and oppo-
si~e the code number of the respondent. This involved twelve 
such sheets. Six were for male respondents: holders of bache-
lor's degrees up to 30 years of age, 31 to 50 years of age, 
and over 50 years of age, and the same division in age for the 
holders of master's degrees. The same process was repeated on 
s1x sheets for female respondents. It then was a simple matter 
to add the scores in each column (for each factor) and divide 
by the number of ratings of that factor, giving the mean ra-
ting to be used as a wearing-effect coefficient of the 
factor. This was done for each factor for the following 
groups: total number of respondents, by sex, by age,. and 
by professional preparation. It was originally planned to 
have a group of teachers without degrees and one for holder$ 
of doctor's degrees, but there were but 4 of the former and 
2 of the latter. All of the no-degree teachers had suffi-
cient experience to enable their being included with the 
bachelor's group. The holders of the doctoral degrees were 
!/Clark L. Hull, Aptitude Testing, World Book Company, Boston, 
1928, Appendix A, p. 491. 
included in the master's group. 
By means of appropriate symbols, each respondent's ratings 
were coded on the tabulation sheets according to the size of 
school - small (up to 200 in grades 10, 11 and 12), medium 
(200 to 500 in grades 10, 11 and 12) and large (over 500 in 
grades 10, 11 and 12) - and also according to the subject 
field of the respondents. Totals for these groups were picked 
off from the tabulation sheets and the mean rating computed. 
Accuracy was assured by crosschecking the total number of re-
spondents with the total of the sub-groups (i.e. age), and 
likewise the total of the scores for all respondents was 
checked with the totals of the various sub-groups. The use 
of a comptometer made this process much easier. An illustra-
y' 
tion of the tabulating sheets is included in the appendix. 
Table 7 shows the distribution by sex of the teachers 
whose responses were used. It is interesting to note that 
there were almost as many men as women teaching in these 
schools. ' While this is more likely to be true in the senior-
high school than in lower grades, even there men are more 
prone to turn to other occupations with-higher salaries. Pro-
viding equal numbers of male and female teachers promotes a 
better balanced atmosphere for the students. In the high 
school, more than in elementary grades, there are many duties 
that are better performed by men. In two of the smaller 
!(Appendix D, p. 229. 
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Table 7. Distribution by Sex of Teachers Whose Responses were 
Used 
---------------------------------~--------- -- - -
School Male Female Total 
(l) (2) (3) (4) 
Bourne •••••••• 4 4 8 
: Bridgewater •••• 13 1.3 26 
Brockton •••.• ~. 28 39 67 
Cohasset ••••••• ll 7 18 
Marblehead •••• ll 1.4 25 
Marshfield ••••• 8 7 15 
Natick •••••••• 30 29 59 
Oliver Ames •••• 8 6 1.4 
Silver Lake •••• 8 10 18 
Stoneham ........ 13 9 22 
Wellesley ••••.• 16 17 33 
Total 150 155 305 
schools, Cohasset and Stoneham, there were about 50 per cent 
more male teachers than females. Al.l the other smaller 
schools had approximately the same number of each. This is 
very encouraging in the light of the attraction of the larger 
school. Only the largest school, Brockton, showed any great 
excess of female over male teachers. This apparently is the 
result of a large number of older teachers, many of them un-
married, remaining in the teaching field. Approximately equal 
numbers of male and female respondents assured more balanced 
and valid results for the study. 
Table 8 shows the distribution by age of the teachers 
whose responses were used. It was thought that, in establish-
Table a. Distribution by Age of Teachers Whose Responses were 
Used. 
----~-~-~----------------~---------------~-------------- --
..._ 
-
School Up To 30 Years 31 To 50 Years Over 50 Years 
Male Female Tota.l Male Female Total Male Female Total 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
Bourne ••••• 0 2 2 4 2 6 0 0 0 
Bridgewater 2 3 5 10 5 15 1 5 6 
Brockton ••• 6 4 10 15 9 24 7 26 33 
Cohasset ••• 7 3 10 3 2 5 1 2 3 
Marblehead. 1 1 2 9 8 17 1 5 6 
Marshfield. 4 0 4 3 5 8 1 2 3 
Natick ••••• 10 8 18 18 15 33 2 6, 8 
Oliver Ames 4 0 4 3 5 8 1 1 2 
Silver Lake 2 4 6 5 3 8 1 3 4 Stoneham ••• 4 2 6 6 5 11 3 2 5 Wellesley ••. 0 5 5 15 6 21 1 6 7 
Total 40 32 72 91 65 156 19 58 77 
ing coefficients for teaching-load factors, recognition should 
be given to young teachers and old teachers, since age might 
make a difference in the wearing effect of at least some of 
the teaching-load factors. Teachers 30 years of age or younger 
were chosen for the first group and teachers over 50 .for the 
second. Table 8 shows approximately half of the teachers to 
be in the middle group (31 to 50) (column 7), and about the 
I 
same number of younger and older teachers to be involved (col-
umns 4 and 10). Nearly half of the older teachers are found 
in the largest school, Brockton. The table shows about three-
fourths of the older teachers to be women (column 9), with 
-------~ 
1.39 
nearly half of these from Brockton. This has been previously y 
explained. A few more young male teachers than female are 
also shown, an encouraging sign that more men are turning to 
teaching (column 2). Only one of the smallest schools, Cohas-
set, had a large ratio of young teachers. In this table we 
find Marblehead and Wellesley with the smallest spread, as a 
great majority of their teachers are in the middle group (col-
umn 3). The distribution appears to be a fair representation 
of the teachers in senior-high schools because of the varia-
tion of staffs involved. 
Table 9 shows the distribution by school and sex of the 
educational degrees held by the teachers whose responses were 
used. About 20 per cent more of these teachers possess mas-
ter's degrees than teachers who do not (columns 4 and 7), re-
flecting not only a desire for better preparation, but also 
an attempt to move up on the salary schedule. Securing of an 
additional degree usually places one in a different category 
at ~ higher level and with a greater differential. About 35 
per cent more men than women hold master's degrees (columns 
5 and 6). This may indicate the pressure of seeking addition-
al financial support for one's family. The larger schools, 
with older teachers, tend to have more master's degrees rep-
resented on their faculties, while the smaller schools, with 
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Table 9. Distribution by Schools and Sex of the Degrees Held 
by Teachers Whose Responses Were Used 
------------------------------------------
--
School Bachelor's Degrees Master's Degrees 
Or Below Or Above· 
Male Female Total Male Female Total 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7J 
Bourne •••••. 0 4 4 4 0 4 
Bridgewater. 6 9 15 7 4 11 
Brockton •••• 8 19 27 20 20 40 
Cohasset •••• 5 6 11 6 1 7 
Marblehead. 4 . 9 13 7 5 12 
Marshfield •• 5 6 11 3 1 4 
Natick ••••• 14 11 25 16 18 34 
Oliver Ames 3 3 6 5 3 8 
Silver Lake. 1 8 9 7 2 9 
Stoneham •••• 5 7 12 8 2 10 
Wellesley •• 3 2 5 13 15 28 
Total 54 84 138 96 71 167 
Table 10. Distribution by Age of the Degrees Held by Teachers 
Whose Responses Were Used 
--------------------------------------------------------------
Degrees Held Up to 30 Years 31 to 50 Years Over 50 Years 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Bachelor's or 
Below-Male ••• 22 27 5 
Bachelor's or 
Below-Female. 20 30 34 
Total-Bachelor's 42 57 39 
Master's or 
Above-Male ••• 18 64 14 
Master's or 
Above-Female. 12 35 24 
Total-Master's 30 99 38 
14J. 
younger or possibly less ambitious teachers, have·the holders 
of only bachelor's degrees in the majority. 
' This conclusion is somewhat borne out by Table 10, which 
shows the distribution of degrees by age of the teachers 
whose responses were used. Nearly twice as many in the tt31 
to 50" year group have master's degrees as do not (column 3), 
while in the "30-and-under0 group, 40 per cent more have 
bachelor's degrees as compared to those holding master's de-
grees (column 2). In the ttover-50tt group there are about the 
same number in each category (column 4). Many of those in 
this group who do not have master's degrees have probably had 
salary compensation based on many years of experience. Also, 
they may find graduate work more difficult at this age. 
Reliability._-- In order to check on reliability, a set 
of the rating cards and the instruction sheet were mailed in-
dividually to 30 of the over 300 teachers who had already ra-
ted the factors in group meetings. This group included rep-
resentatives from each faculty in proportion to the number who 
did the original rating. At the time of the original rating 
meeting, no indication was given that a second rating would 
be asked for, and a period of about three to four weeks 
elapsed between ratings. It is also to be noted that the 
second rating was near the close of the school year, with 
added responsibility on the part of most teachers. In spite 
of this~ of the 25 who replied~ three rated exactly the same 
items, one rated one more, one rated one less, and eight rated 
the same number of factors, adding one new one and leaving one 
original one out. Nine of the remainder had a difference of 
only two factors. Twenty-three of the factors were rated 12 
or more times. Tabulation of the second rating of these fac-
tors showed no change whatever in place rating (1 to 32) for. 
two factors and less than .20 of a place for two more. Only 
nine showed a change of over 1.00 of a place rating. The 
average deviation was .90. Since these place ratings of from 
1 to 32 are transposed to a 10 point scale~ this deviation 
would be less than .50 of one point of this scale and would 
not seem significant. It is also to be noted that a great 
many of the teachers felt that it was difficult to differen-
tiate between some of the factors when considering their 
wearing effect and treated them in groups of three, four, 
five or even more. The fact that they did not know they were 
to rate the factors a second time and made little attempt to 
remember the order of the previous rating, especially for 
factors in which they saw little difference, could account 
for most of the slight change noted above. A copy of the 
letter sent to the teachers who were asked to cooperate in y 
this checking of reliability is included in the appendix. 
1/Appendix c, p. 228. 
CHAPT.ER IV 
THE R.ELATIV.E WEARING .EFF.ECT OF THE VARI.ED ACTIVITI.ES COMPRISING 
THE T.EACHING LOAD 
1. Relative Wearing .Effect in General 
Introduction-- The crux of this study lies in the rating 
of the wearing effect of the various teaching-load activities 
as ranked by the participating teachers. Coefficients estab-
lished from these ratings would be the basis for evaluating 
the various factors involved in teacher load. 
The wearing effect is described in terms of the mean of 
the ratings by the various participants. The larger the mean, 
the more wearing the participants felt the activity to be. 
1/ 
Although the teachers arranged the cards- containing the teadh-
ing-load activities in the order of the estimated wearing ef-
fect, and numbered them beginning with 1 for the most wearing, 
2 for the second most wearing and so on for each of the factors 
rated, when these ratings were transferred to linear scores£/ 
on a 
that 
1/P. 
£/P. 
scale of 
the more 
130. 
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1 to 10, the method used reversed the order, so 
wearing activities were rated nearer 10 and the 
-143-
144 
less wearing activities nearer o. 
It was felt that carrying the score to one decimal place 
represented sufficient significance for this study. 
The mean scores of the various estimated wearing effects 
of the activities tended to cluster around the midpoint of the 
scale (5.0). · Of the 32 factors, 20 of them had mean scores be-
tween 4.5 and 5.5. The total range was from 3.0 to 7.3. The 
mean scores for all activities are reproduced in Table 11. 
Table 11. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Composing the Teaching Load on the Teachers Who Rated 
These Activities 
-----------------------------~----~------------------- --------
Activity Rating Number of Mean 
Teachers Score 
Rating 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Teaching in field for which one 
lacks suitable preparation •• 1 147 7.3 
Teaching dull class ..••.•.••••• 2 275 6.5 
Correcting papers •.••••••.•.••• 3 288 6.2 
Preparing grades and reports ••• 
Supervising students about the 
4 302 6.0 
building outside the classroom 5 256 5.8 
Teaching heterogeneous class ••• 6 280 5.6 
Teaching large class •.•.•••••.. 7.5 275 5.5 
Conducting detention ••••••••••• 7.5 268 5.5 
Doing class preparation •••••••• 9.5 294 5.4 
Coaching dramatics, speaking or 
preparing for assemblies •••• 9.5 130 5.4 
(concluded on next page) 
Table 11. (concluded) 
-----~----------------~--------~---------~--~------------------
Activity 
(1) 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ••..• 
Directing publications •••.•••• 
Conducting study hall ••.•••••• 
Acting as director of athletics 
Sponsoring ,clubs in school day 
Participating in faculty meetings 
and other workshop activity 
Conducting or chap~ronii:tg even--
ing social events •••••••••• 
Taking professional courses and 
similar activity .•••••••••• 
Doing committee work •••••••••• 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity .••••.••• 
Coaching boys' varsity sports. 
Teaching double period class ••. 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance ..................... . 
Holding conferences with parents 
Coaching girls' sports •••••••• 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations •••••••••••••• 
Conducting intramural sports •• 
Teaching duplicate section .••• 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling ••••••••••••••••• 
Teaching average class •••••••• 
Teaching small class •••••••••• 
Teaching bright class ••••••••• 
Rating 
(2) 
11.5 
11.5 
13 
14 
15 
16.5 
16.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
22 
'23 
25 
25 
25 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
Number of 
Teachers 
Rating 
(3) 
287 
73 
262 
39 
152 
267 
216 
287 
207 
188 
69 
81 
225 
267 
25 
61 
50 
239 
167 
301 
287 
237 
Mean 
Score 
(4) 
5.3 
5.3 
5.2 
5.1 
5.0 
4.9 
4.9 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 
4.7 
4.6 
4.5 
4.5 
4.5 
4.2 
4.1 
4.0 
3.8 
3.1 
3.0 
, 
The most wearing activities.-- Only six activities were 
rated above 5.5, which represented one half a scale unit above 
the midpoint. In order, beginning with the most wearing, these 
were: teaching a class in a field which is not one's prefer-
ence or for which one lacks suitable preparation; teaching a 
dull class where the native ability to learn and the acquired 
achievement in the field are distinctly below average; cor-
recting papers, tests, projects, notebooks, and similar work 
in checking pupil progress; preparing marks or grades, rank 
cards, and reports; supervising students outside the classroom. 
before school, at noon, or after school, in the corridors, on 
the playgrounds, in the cafeteria, or in the gymnasium; and 
teaching a heterogeneous class where there is a wide range in 
native ability to learn the subject and/or acquired achieve-
ment in the subject. 
Teaching a class in a field which is not one's prefer-
ence, or for which one lacks suitable preparation, was rated 
by far the most wearing (7 .3), this rating being o.a of a 
scale unit more than the next most wearing factor (6.5). The 
strain and fatigue of correcting papers and preparing grades 
is shown by the rating of 3rd and 4th most wearing respect-
ively. Teaching a dull class or a heterogeneous class are 
understandable as the second and sixth most wearing. Work:ing 
with people of low ability and trying to meet the needs of a 
varied group are obviously very trying tasks. The only non-
instructional activity in the most wearing group was super-
vision of students outside the classroom. Since this involves 
students one may not have in class~ or may not even know~ and 
since it is outside one's classroom, this factor certainly may 
be rated difficult. 
It is interesting to note that the activities rated most 
wearing do not include coaching. boys·' varsity sports 'and teach-
ing large classes. These are often thought to be among the ac-
tivities exerting the greatest pressure. 
The least wearing activities.-- Only six activities were 
rated under 4.5, which represents one half a scale unit below 
the midpoint. In order, beginning with the least wearing~ 
these were: teaching a bright class where the native ability 
to learn and the acquired achievement in the fl.eld are dis-
tinctly above average; teaching a small class in on~.' s subject 
field; teaching an average class in one1 s subject field; doing 
individual guidance counseling involving student problems such 
as choosing one's vocation~ electing courses, and personal and 
family difficulties; teaching a duplicate section when one is 
assigned two or more classes in the same subject; and conduct-
ing intramural sports. 
'Teaching pupils with the ability to learn' appears to be 
quite satisfying, and having a 'small class' seems to cause much 
less tension. Enjoying 'teaching in one's own field with an 
average class• comes next in the rating, reflecting the often 
quoted statement ngive us time to teach.n Some teachers 
recognized the added responsibility of challenging the more 
brilliant students to work up to their capacities? while 
others referred to the disadvantage of a class so small that 
normal organization and atmosphere may even be a handicap. 
Relative wearing effect of common groups of activities.--
The 32 activities have been divided for further study into 
four groups which are somewhat common: 
1. Activities involving actual teaching 
2. Activities directly related to teaching 
3. Non-teaching activities not co-curricular 
4. Co-curricular activities. 
In the following tables the activities are listed in 
the order of the greatest wearing effect as rated by the par-
ticipants. The same numbers will be used as found in column 
2 of Table 11,1/ thus showing how the factors included in 
each table compare with all the factors in the study taken 
as a whole. 
That the type of class one teaches is extremely impor-
tant in determining how wearing the teaching of that class 
·will be, is distinctly shown in Table 12 which gives the 
relative wearing effect of activities involved in actual 
teaching. Of the 32 teaching-load factors treated in the 
YPp. 143-145. 
Table 12. Relative Wearing Effect of Activities Involving 
Actual Teaching on the Teachers Who Rated These 
Activities 
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------~----------~-~--------- -- --------------------~------
Activity 
(1) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion •••••.•••••.••••.••••••. 
Teaching dull class .••••••••••. 
Teaching heterogeneous class ••• 
Teaching large class ••••••••••• 
Teaching double period class ••• 
Teaching duplicate section ••••• 
Teaching average class ••••••••• 
Teaching small class ••••••••••• 
Teaching bright class •••••••••• 
Rating 
(2) 
1 
2 
6 
7.5 
22 
28 
30 
31 
32 
Number of 
Teachers 
Rating 
(3) 
147 
275 
280 
275 
81 
239 
301 
287 
237 
Mean 
Score 
(4) 
7.3 
6.5 
5.6 
5.5 
4.7 
4.1 
3.8 
3.1 
3.0 
study, the two most wearing and four of the six least wear-
ing are included in this group •. Comment has already been 
made concerning teaching heterogeneous classes, dull classes, 
or classes for which one is not qualified when discussing the 
. y 
most wearing activities, and teaching average classes, du-
plicate sections, small classes, and bright classes when 
d . . t• ·t· t d 1 t . y T . 1scuss1ng ac 1v1 1es ra e as eas wear1ng. eaching a 
large class is rated only slightly behind teaching a hetero-
yP. 12!6. 
J/P. 14-7. 
JSO 
geneous class in wearing effect. Teaching a double period 
class, although less than average wearing, is somewhat more 
wearing than teaching an average class. This indicates the 
added wearing effect of having the same students continually 
over a long period of time, and the additional pressure of 
planning for the added time. One teacher makes the follow-
ing comment in regard to the double period: "In my classes, 
which are_ vocational girls, I have double 60 minute periods 
each day with the same groups and a great deal of individual 
supervision is required. tf 
It is rather surprising to note that teaching a dupli-
cate section is not rated as easy as teaching an average . 
class~ This emphasizes the feeling that, because of indiv-
idual differences, there is no such thing as a duplicate sec-
tion. Some people find it boring to repeat the same work • 
. ,
Also, time will be saved in class preparation, which is in-
cluded as another factor. 
When classes of varying ability levels are considered, 
it appears that the brighter the pupils the easier the teach-
ing. Teaching a dull class rates almost three scale units 
above teaching an average class and is the second most wear-
ing activity found by the study. Teaching a heterogeneous 
class is almost two scale units above teaching'the average 
class. Teaching a class of bright pupils is the activity 
found least wearing in the study, being nearly a full scale 
1.51 
unit below teaching an average class. 
That the larger the class the more wearing the activity, 
is shown by the teaching of a large class being rated seventh 
in w·earing effect, nearly two units above teaching the aver-
age class, while teaching a small class is rated as the sec-
ond least wearing of all the activities and is a little over 
one half a unit below teaching the average class. 
That the time spent in the classroom is not necessarily 
the major consideration in determining the wearing effect of 
teaching-load activities, is shown by Table 13 which gives 
the ratings for activities directly related to teaching. 
Correcting papers and preparing grades have already been no-
Y 
ted as being among the most wearing of all the teaching;load 
factors. They are rated over a scale unit above average 
wearing. Class preparation and giving individual student 
help are also well above average wearing. Only parent con-
ferences were rated below average wearing, and this was still 
over a half unit above teaching the normal class. The parent-
teacher relationship in a school will be paramount in the 
amount of tension involved in parent conferences. If rapport 
is high, this may be a pleasant task, while some teachers 
look on these conferences as the most dreaded hours of the 
year. The participants of this study regard it as less than 
average wearing, indicating a fairly good relationship to 
gp. 146 .. 
.152 
Table 13. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Directly Related to Teaching on the. Teachers Who 
Rated These Activities 
- -~---------------------------- ------------~----------------
Activity Rating Number of Mean 
Teachers Score 
Rating 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Correcting papers ...•••••••••.• 3 288 6.2 
Preparing grades and reports ••• 4 302 6.0 
Doing class preparation ••.••••• 9.5 294 5.4 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ....... 11.5 287 5.3 
Holding conferences with parents 25 267 4.5 
exist with the parents in these schools. 
The relative wearing effect of the various non-teaching 
activities (not co-curricular) on teachers who rated these ac-
tivities is shown in Table 14~ Supervising students. outside 
the classroom has already been commented on as among the most 
wearing of all activities.!/ Conducting detention is. not far 
behind, being a half unit above average wearing. Depending 
as it does on the atmosphere of the school, this can be a 
most wearing session in schools where discipline is poor. 
Here also, the teacher is handicapped by having to supervise 
pupils that she does not have in class or possibly even know, 
yet whose presence in such a session is evidence that they 
are among the least cooperative students in school. Super-
yP. 146. 
Table 14. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Non-
~eaching Activities on the Teachers Who Rated 
These Activities 
-----------------~------------------------
Activity 
(1) 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room . ........... • .. · • • •· · • · · • • • Conducting detention ••••••••••• 
Conducting study hall ••.••.•••• 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity .••••.......••...•...• 
Taking professional courses and 
similar activity ••...•••••.• 
Doing committee work •.••.•••.•• 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity •••••••••• 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance ... .................... .. 
Doing individual guidance coun-
seling ...••••• ~············· 
Rating 
(2) 
5 
7.5 
13 
16.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
23 
29 
Number of 
Teachers 
Rating 
(3) 
256 
268 
262 
267 
287 
207 
188 
225 
167 
Mean 
Score 
(4) 
5.8 
5.5 
5.2 
4.9 
4.8 
4.8 
4.8 
4.6 
4.0 
15$ 
vising study hall and conducting homeroom and group guidance 
were found about average wearing. It is obvious that study 
hall conditions will also vary from school to school and will 
greatly affect the w~aring effect of this activity. Not only 
the size of the group and type of pupils, but such factors as 
poor lighting, lack of writing space (such as use of the 
auditorium for study) and disturbance due to overcrowded quar-
ters, greatly add to the strain involved in this assignment. 
Table 15. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Co-
curricular Activities on the Teachers Who Rated 
These Activities 
].$4 
-----~-----~------------------ ------------------~-----------
Activity 
(1) 
Coaching dramatics, speaking or 
preparing for assemblies •••••• 
Directing publications ••••••••.•. 
Acting as director of athletics •• 
Sponsoring clubs in school day ••• 
Conducting or chaperoning·· even-
ing social events •••.••..•.••• 
(2) 
9.5 
11.5 
14 
15 
16.5 
Coaching boys' varsity sports •••. 19.5 
Coaching girlst sports •....•• -:··· 25 
Sponso~ing.student government or-
gan~zat~ons ••••••••••••••••••• 25 
Conducting intramural sports ••..• 27 
Teaching average class •.•.••...•• 30 
Number of 
Teachers 
Rating 
(3) 
130 
73 
39 
152 
216 
69 
25 
61 
50 
301 
Mean 
Score 
(4) 
5.4 
5.3 
5.1 
5.0 
4.9 
4.8 
4.5 
4.5 
4.2 
3.8 
Whether the homeroom is merely an attendance-taking and notice-
giving period or includes a real, organized program, will 
cause this factor to vary. However, the difference will be 
quite largely compensated for by the variation in allotted 
time. 
The four factors involving professional improvement were 
rated practically the same, just below average wearing (three 
were rated 4.8 and one 4.9). Since it is through such activi-
ties that a teacher grows and better teacher-learning situa-
tions result~ it was pleasing to note that teachers do not 
155 
re.gard these activities with disfavor because of the fatigue 
factor. Counseling individual students has already been y 
pointed out as being among the least wearing of activities. 
The relative wearing effect of the co-curricular activi-
ties is shown in Table 15. In spite of the emphasis given to 
the pressure involved in coaching major sports, this activity 
was rated as less i:han average wearing (4.8). Coaching drama-
tics and sponsoring publications rated as the most difficult 
of this group, though both were less than half a unit above 
average wearing (5.4 and 5.3). None of these activities was 
included among the most wearing activities, as they tended to 
have ratings clustered about the midpoint of the scale, with 
only conducting intramural sports being more than half a 
scale unit removed from the average (4.2). This put it among 
the group of least wearing activities. 
2. Influence of Various Factors on the Wearing Effect of the 
Various Activities Composing Teacher Load 
The influence of sex~ ... - That male and female teachers 
did not vary greatly in their rating of the activities, is 
indicated by Table 16. Only five of the 32 activities showed 
a difference of over half a scale unit in the ratings by the 
two sexes. Four of the female participants evidently had had 
experience coaching boys• varsity athletics and, as this ob-
y'P. 14'l. 
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viously would be a hard task for a woman, rated this factor 
5.9 as compared to 4.7 for the men. Apparently preparing 
grades is more wearing for female teachers, as they rated it 
second most wearing among all the activities, while men rated 
it eighth (6.5 and 5.5 respectively). Conducting study hall 
and chaperoning evening affairs were rated 0.7 of a unit more 
wearing for women. Probably men tend to have an advantage in 
these areas,, especially concerning boys. The only activity 
rated over a half scale unit more wearing by the men, was that 
of faculty manager or director of athletics. However, only 
seven women rated this factor, and arranging girlst sports 
would not.involve as much detailed activity as boys' athletics. 
The comparative absence of spectators for girls' sports is an 
example. 
Further evidence of the close correlation in rating by 
the sexes is indicated by 16 of the factors being rated more 
wearing by female teachers, 14 more wearing for men teachers, 
and two the same. The differences are all slight unless 
otherwise indicated. 
In none of the activities involving actual teaching was 
there a difference of over half a scale unit as indicated in 
Table 17. Men appear to rate teaching as slightly more wear-
ing than women. Of the nine factors rated, men rated seven of 
<::::;;..:-.-:-- - -r~,~-...··;: 
them as more wearing, with one being rated the same by both 
sexes. Although all differences were half a scale unit or 
---· 
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Table 16. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Teaching-
Load Activities on Male and Female Teachers 
---------~------------------------------~------~----------~-~-
Activity 
(1) 
Teaching in field for which 
one lacks suitable preparation 
Teaching dull class •.•••••••••••• 
Correcting papers ••••••••..••.••• 
Preparing grades and reports ••••• 
Supervising the students about 
building outside the class-
room ...•.••.•..••.•••.•...••.• 
Teaching heterogeneous class ••.•• 
Teaching large class •••••••••••.• 
Conducting detention •.••••••••••• 
Doing class preparation •••.•••••• 
Coaching dramatics, speaking or 
preparing for assemblies ••••.• 
Doing individual work with stu-
dents outside class ••••••••••• 
Directing publications •••.•.••••• 
Conducting study hall •••••••••••• 
Acting as director of athletics •• 
Sponsoring clubs in school day ••• 
Participating in faculty meetings 
and other workshop activity .•• 
Conducting or chaperoning even-
. ing social events ••••••••••••• 
Taking professional courses and 
similar activity •••••••••••••• 
Doing committee work ••.•••••.•••• 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ••.•••••.••• 
Coaching boys' varsity sports •••• 
Teaching double period class .•••. 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance •.•....•••••.•..•••••• 
Holding conferences with parents 
Coaching girls' sports •...••••••. 
IGenera .. NumbexMean NumbexMean 
!Rating Men ScorEWomen !Score 
Ratin€ Ratin~ 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
1 74 
2 135 
3 140 
4 148 
5 128 
6 136 
7.5 133 
7.5 138 
9.5 143 
9.5 61 
11.5 139 
11.5 36 
13 129 
14 32 
15 79 
16.5 132 
16.5 115 
19.5 141 
19.5 99 
19.5 98 
19.5 65 
22 50 
23 117 
25 127 
25 7 
7.2 73 
6.6 140 
6.1 148 
5.5 154 
5.8 128 
5.9 144 
5.7 142 
5.3 130 
5.6 151 
5.2 69 
5.1 148 
5.1 37 
4.8 133 
5.2 7 
5.0 73 
5.0 135 
4.6 101 
5.0 146 
4.8 108 
4.7 90 
4.7 4 
4.7 31 
4.7 108 
4.5 . 140 
4.4 18 
7.4 
6.3 
6.2 
6 .. 5 
5.8 
5.4 
5.3 
5.7 
5.3 
5.6 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 
4.5 
5.1 
4.8 
5.2 
4.5 
4.9 
4.9 
5.9 
4.6 
4.5 
4 .. 4 
4.5 
(concluded on next page) 
Table 16. (concluded) 
-------------------------------------------
---- - --- ---- -------
Activity Gene raJ INumbex ~ean !Numb ex ~ean 
Rating Men ~core L'lfomen ~core 
Rating Rating 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations ••• ~ ••••••••• 25 36 4.4 25 4.5 
Conducting intramural sports. 27 37 4.2 13 4.3 
Teaching duplicate section ••• 28 116 4.2 123 4.0 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling ••••••••••.•.••• 29 88 4.0 79 3.9 
Teaching average class •.••••. 30 148 3.9 153 3.7 
Teaching small class ••••.•••• 31 140 3.1 147 3.1 
Teaching bright class •..••••• 32 114 3.2 123 2.8 
less, teaching a heterogeneous class and teaching a bright 
class showed the greatest difference, in each case men rating 
them the more wearing. 
Of the five factors involving activities directly re-
lated to teaching, male teachers rate two more wearing and 
female teachers three, as shown in Table 18. The only great 
difference is in preparing grades, which has already been com-
!/ 
mented on. 
The relative wearing effect of the various non-teaching 
activities on male and female teachers is shown in Table 19. 
In this category the wearing effect appears much the same for 
the two sexes. Of the nine factors involved, men ra.ted four 
more wearing, women rated four more wearing, and one was rated 
yP. 146-
& 
/ -...._ 
,e 
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Table 17. The Relative Wearing Effect of Activities Involving 
Actual Teaching on Male and Female Teachers Who 
Rated These Activities 
.--------------------------------------------------------------
Activity Genera Numbei ~ean Numbel ¥ean 
Rating Men Score Women Score 
Ratine Ratin~ 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable preparatior 1 74 7.2 73 7.4 
Teaching dull class •••••••••.•••• 2 135 6.6 140 6.3 
Teaching heterog·eneous class ••••• 6 136 5.9 144 5.4 
Teaching large class •.••••••••••.• 7.5 133 5.7 142 5.3 
Teaching double period class ••••• 22 50 4.7 31 4.6 
Teaching duplicate section •••••.• 28 116 4.2 123 4.0 
Teaching average class ••••••••••• 30 148 3.9 153 3.7 
Teaching small,class ••••••••••.•• 31 140 3.1 147 3.1 
Teaching bright class •••.•••••••• 32 114 3.2 123 2.8 
the same. The only significant difference is in conducting 
1/ 
study hall which has already been commented on.-
Table 18. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activitie.s 
Directly Related to Teaching on Male and Female 
Teachers Who Rated These Activities 
-~--------------------------------------------~-~----~-~-~~ ----
Activity !Gene raJ Numbei !Mean NumbeJ !Mean 
Rating Men Is core Women Score 
Rat in~ Ratine 
(1) (2) --c3) 1"4} (5) (6) 
Correcting papers ••••••••••••••• 3 140 6.1 148 6.2 
Preparing grades and reports •••• 4 148 5.5 154 6.5 
Doing class preparation ••••••••• 9.5 143 5.6 151 5.3 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ••••••• 11.5 139 5.1 148 5.5 
Holding conferences with parents 25 127 4.5 140 4.4 
YP. 153. 
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Table 19. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Non-
Teaching Activities on Male and Female Teachers 
Who Rated These Activities 
---~--------------~-----------~--------------~-------~--~--~ -
Activity 
(1) 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room •.•.•..••••.•••••.••••••• 
Conducting detention .•••••••.••• 
Conducting study 'hall ••••••••••• 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity •..•••••••.••••••..•.•• 
Taking professional courses and 
similar activity .•••••••••••• 
Doing committee work~ ••••••••••• 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ........... . 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance ••••••.•••.•..••••••• 
Doing individual guidance 
co uns e li:ng ••••• · .............. . 
Genera ~umbeiiMean Numbe1Mean 
Rating Men ~core Women Score 
Ratin~ Ratin€ 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
5 
7.5 
13 
16.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
23 
29 
128 
138 
129 
132 
141 
99 
98 
117 
88 
5.8 
5 .. 3 
4.8 
5.0 
5.0 
4.8 
4.7 
4.7 
4.0 
128 
130 
133 
135 
146 
108 
90 
108 
. 79 
5.8 
5.7 
5.5 
4.8 
4.5 
4.9 
4.9 
4.5 
3.9 
The relative wearing effect of the various co-curricular 
activities on male and female teachers is shown in Table 20. 
Co-curricular activities seem slightly more wearing on women 
than men. Of the nine factors involved in this category, 
eight were rated more wearing by women 1 but only two of these 
exceeded half a unit; chaperoning evening events and coaching 
y 
boys' varsity sports. These have already been comme.nted on, 
YP. 155 .... 160. 
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Table 20. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Co-curri-
cular Activities on the Male and Female Teachers 
Who Rated These Activities 
--~-~----~----~-----------------------------------------------
Activity Genera1 Numbei [Mean NumbeJ Mean 
Rating Men !Score Women Score 
Rat in_~ Ratin_11 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Coaching dramatics, speaking or 
preparing for assemblies •••••• 9.5 61 5.2 69 5.6 
Directing publications ••••••••••. 11.5 36 5.1 37 5.5 
Acting as director of athletics. 14 32 5.2 7 4.5 
Sponsoring clubs in school day ••. 15 79 5.0 73 5.1 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events ••••••••• 16.5 115 4.6 101 5.2 
Coaching boys 1 varsity sports •••• 19.5 65 4.7 4 5.9 
Coaching girls' sports •...•••...• 25 7 4.4 18 4.5 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations ••••••••••••••••• 25 36 4.4 25 4.5 
Conducting intramural sports ••••• 27 37 4.2 13 4.3 
as has the one co-curricular activity rated more wearing by 
h f d . . y men t an women, that o ~rect~ng athletics. 
The sex of the teacher does not appear to greatly affect 
the wearing effect of any of the teaching-load activities 7 as 
only five of the 32 activities showed a difference of over a 
half scale unit in the ratings by the two sexes. Activities 
involving teaching directly,seem to be slightly more wearing 
on males, while those involving co-curricular activities are 
slightly more wearing on females. 
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The influence of age.-- The wearing effect of the vari-
ous activities composing teacher load on the teachers in the 
various age groups, is shown in Table 21. It appears that 
age i~ not an important consideration. In only five of the 
32 activities is there a difference of over half a scale unit 
from the mean score of the total ratings. Four of these af-
fect the group who are over fifty. Preparing grades has a 
mean score of 7.1 for this group7 as compared to a total mean 
score of 6.0. This is more attributable to the women in the 
groupt \-Those mean score was 7. 7. Conducting detention was 
harder for the older group with a mean score of 6.2, as com-
pared to the total mean of 5.5. 
Directing athletics was 0.9 of a unit less wearing for 
the older group, who are profiting from experience. Only nine 
of this group rated this factor, which would prohibit the re-
sults from being too conclusive. The four women over fifty 
who rated coaching girls' sports, indicated the activity 0.9 
of a unit more wearing than the total group, showing that it 
takes more out of older women to get out on the sports field 
in a coaching role. Again the number of raters was small, 
making these results less conclusive. 
The older group rated the sponsoring of student govern-
ment organizations as 0.7 of a unit less wearing than the 
mean score of the total group. Again, added experience may 
have accounted for this. The difference here appears due to 
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Table 21. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Composing Teaching Load on the Teachers of the Various 
Age Groups Who Rated These Activities 
---------~----~--------~------~-~--------~-------------------~--
Teachers Thirty Years of Age or Younger 
Activity 
(1) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion ••• ~··················· Teaching a dull class ••••••••• 
Correcting papers ••••••••••••• 
Preparing grades and reports •• 
Supervising students about the 
building outside,the class-
room ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Teaching heterogeneous class •• 
Teaching large class ........... 
Conducting detention ••.••••••• 
Doing class preparation ••••••• 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assemblies 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ••••• 
Directing publications •••••••• 
Conducting study hall ••••••••• 
Acting as director of ath-
letics •••••.••••••••••••••• 
Sponsoring clubs in school day 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity ••••••••••••••••••••• 
onducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •••••• 
alting professional courses 
and similar activity ••••••• 
c 
T 
D oing committee work •••••••••• 
Gen. No. Mean 
Rat- Rat-
ing ing 
(2) (3) (4) 
1 30 7.5 
2 64 6.9 
3 67 5.9 
4 72 5.7 
5 60 5.6 
6 60 6.0 
7.5 60 5.8 
7.5 58 5.5 
9.5 72 5.6 
9.5 26 5.0 
11.5 68 5.1 
11.5 13 5.3 
13 61 5.1 
14 8 4.8 
15 39 4.7 
16.5 62 5.1 
16.5 56 4.5 
19.5 64' 4.7 
19.5 40 5.3 
(continued on next page) 
Male ~eatJ 
(5) (6) 
18 7.7 
37 7.2 
38 6.2 
40 5.7 
34 5.3 
33 6.3 
34 5.8 
35 5.0 
40 5.8 
14 4.4 
38 5.3 
9 5.1 
38 4.5 
5 4.7 
22 5.0 
35 5.2 
31 14.1 
38 ~-0 
24 ~-1 
Fe- Mean 
male 
(7) (8) 
12 7.4 
27 6.4 
29 5.5 
32 5.7 
26 6.1 
27 5.8 
26 5.9 
23 6.1 
32 5.4 
12 5.7 
30 4.9 
4 5.9 
23 6.0 
3 4.9 
17 4.5 
27 5.0 
25 4.8 
26 4.3 
16 5.5 
r 
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Table 21. (continued) 
Activity Gen. No. Mean MalE ~ean Fe- Mean 
Rat- Rat- male 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity .••••••• 19.5 '44 5.0 23 4.9 21 5.0 
Coaching boys' varsity sports 19.5 16 3.7 16 3.7 
- -
Teaching double period class. 22 23 4.8 15 4.5 8 5.3 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance •••••••••••••••••• 23 49 4.6 30 4.7 19 4.6 
Holding conferences with 
parents ••.••••••••.•.•.••• 25 61 4.6 36 4 .. 6 25 4.5 
Coaching girls 1 sports ......... 25 10 4.0 1 1.8 9 4 .. 3 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations .............. 25 10 4.7 7 4.4 3 5.5 
Conducting intramural sports. 27 18 4.4 11 4.0 7 5.1 
Teaching dupli·ca te section ••• 28 51 4.6 28 4.8 23 4.3 
Doing individual g~idance 
counseling ••..•••••••..••• 29 34 4.2 22 4.2 12 4.2 
Teaching average class ••••••• 30 72 3.9 40 4.1 32 3.8 
Teaching small class ..••••..• 31 70 2.8 39 2.7 31 2.9 
Teaching brigP,t class •••.•.•• 32 53 2.6 28 3.1 25 2 .. 1 
Teachers Thirty-One to Fifty Years of Age 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion ••••••• ; ................ l 75 7.3 46 7.1 29 7.6 
Teaching dull class ............ 2 136 6.5 79 6.6 57 6.5 
Correcting papers ••••••••••••• 3 147 6.2 85 6.1 62 6.5 
Preparing grades and reports •. ·4 153 5.5 89 5.4 64 5.7 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room ••••.•••.••.••••.••••.• 5 136 5·.s 77 5.9 59 5.6 
Teaching heterogeneous class •• 6 144 5.5 82 6.0 62 4.8 
Teaching large class •.•••••••• 7.5 141 5~4 82 5.7 59 5.1 
Conducting detention •••••••••• 7.5 142 5.2 84 5.2 58 5.2 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 21. (continued) 
Activity Gen. No. Mean MalEMean Fe- Mean 
Rat- Rat~ malE 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Doing class preparation...... 9.5 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for a_ssemblie~ 9. 5 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class •••• 11.5 
Directing publications ••••••• 11.5 
Conducting study hall •••.•••• 13 
Acting as director of ath-
letics·...................... 14 
Sponsoring clubs in school 
day .......................... 15 
Participating in faculty meet 
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity ••.•.••••••••.••.... 16.5 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events ••••• 16.5 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity •••••• 19.5 
Doing committee work ••.•••••• 19.5 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity •••••••• 19.5 
Coaching varsity sports •••••• 
Teaching double period class. 
Conducting homeroom or group 
19.5 
22 
guidance •...••••..•.•••.•• 23 
Holding conferences with I 
parents •••.••••..•••.••••• 25 
Coaching girls 1 sports •••• ~·· 25 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations ••••••••••••• 25 
Conducting intramural sports. 27 
Teaching duplicate section ••• 28 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling •••••••••••••••• 29 
Teaching average class ••••••• ~0 
14~ 5~6 86 
6~ 5.8 38 
14': 5.2 83 
4~ 5.5 18 
13~ 5.1 76 
2~ 5.6 21 
8~ . 5.1 49 
5.6 63 5.5 
5.7 29 5.9 
4.9 64 5.7 
5.0 23 5.9 
4.8 59 5 .. 4 
5.5 1 6.7 
5.0 33 5.2 
14~ 4.8 81 5.0 63 4.6 
11t 5.1 71 4.8 45 5.4 
15~ 4.9 88 5.0 64 4.8 
112 4.7 62 4.7 51 4.7 
1oc 4.8 65 4.7 41 5.o 
41 5.2 40 5.2 1 5.2 
27 4·~5. 31 4. 7 16 4.3 
123 4.7 75 4.7 48 4.6 
138 4.4 76 4.2 62 4.6 
11 4.6 6 4.9 5 5.2 
34 4.7 
24 4.3 
124 4.0 
92 3.9 
154 3.7 
22 5.0 
21 4.4 
72 4.0 
55 4.0 
89 4.0 
12 4.2 
3 3.6 
52 3.9 
37 3.9 
65 3.5 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 21. (continued) 
' 
Activity Gen. ~o. ~ean Male Mean Fe- Mean 
Rat~ Rat* male 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Teaching small class ••••••••• 31 144 3.1 83 3.2 61 2.8 
Teaching -bright class ......... 32 117 3.2 69 3.4 48 2.8 
Teachers Over Fifty Years Of Age 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara· 
tion .•.•.••.•.••••.•.••••• 4 1 42 7.1 10 7.1 32 7.1 
Teaching dull class .•••••.•••• 2 75 6~0 19 5.8 56 6.1 
Correcting papers ••••••••••••• 3 74 6.2 17 6.1 57 6.2 
Preparing grades and reports •• 4 77 7.1 19 5.4 58 7.7 
Supervising students about thE 
building outside the class-
room ................ ·•··•···· 5 60 6.2 17 6.4 43 6.1 
Teaching heterogeneous class •• 6 74 5.8 19 5.5 55 5.8 
Teaching large class ........... 7.: 74 5.4 17 5.9 57 5.3 
Conducting detention •••••••••• 7.5 68 6.2 19 6.4 49 6.2 
Doing class preparation ••••••• 9.5 73 5.0 17 5.1 56 5.0 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assem-
blies .••••..••••••••••••••• 9.5 37 5.0 9 4.5 28 5.2 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class.· ..... 11.5 72 5.5 18 5.2 54 5.6 
Directing publications •••••••• 11.5 19 4.9 9 5.4 10 4.4 
Conducting study hall ••••••••• 13 .61 5.5 15 5.8 51 5.4 
Acting as director of ath-
letics ••.•..••.•....••.•.•• 14 9 4.2 6 4.6 3 3.4 
Sponsoring clubs in school day 15 31 5.0 8 4.5 23 5.2 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity •.....•••••.•••••...• 16.5 61 5.0 16 5.0 45 4.9 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •••••• 16.5 44 4.9 13 4.5 31 5.1 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ........ 19.5 71 4.6 15 5.2 56 4.4 
(concluded on next page) 
16'7 
Table 21. (concluded) 
Activity Gen. No. Mean Male Meat Fe- Mean 
Rat- Rat- malE 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Doing committee work ••••••••• 19.5 54 4.8 13 4.6 41 4.8 
Participating in PTA or othex 
community activity .••••••• 19.5 38 4.7 10 4.9 28 4.6 
Coaching boys' varsity sports 19.5 12 4.8 9 4.3 3 6.1 
Teaching double period class. 22 11 4.9 4 5.9 7 4.3 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance •••••••••••••••••• 23 53 4.6 12 5~0 41 4.5 
Holding conferences with 
parents .................... 25 68 4.5 15 5.6 53 5.2 
Coaching girls' sports .•••••• 25 4 5.4 - - 4 5.4 
Sponsoring student governmeni 
organizations ••••••••••••• 25 
Conducting intramural sports. 27 
Teaching duplicate section ••• 28 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling •••••••••••••••• 29 
Teaching average class ••••••• 30 
Teaching small class ••••••••• 31 
Teaching bright class •••••••• 32 
the men who rated this factor. 
17 3.8 7 
8 3.7 5 
64 4.1 16 
41 3.8 11 
75 3.8 19 
2.9 10 
3.8 3 
4.3 48 
4.1 30 
3.6 56 
73 3.3 18 3.1 55 
67 2.9 17 2.3 50 
4.5 
3.6 
4.0 
3.7 
3.9 
3.4 
3.1 
The only activity in either of the two lower age groups 
rated more than a half scale unit from the total mean score, 
was coaching boys' varsity sports, rated 1.1 of a unit less 
wearing by the younger coaches, who probably had a great deal 
of carry over enthusiasm from their playing days, and did not 
find the physical activity as tiring as those ~oaches who are 
over thirty. 
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Further evidence that age is not an important factor in 
the rating, is indicated by the ttthirty and undertt group ra-
ting nine factors least wearing, the ttthirty-one through 
fiftytt group eight factors, and the ttfifty and overn group 
12 factors, with the other three ratings involving ties. 
Much the same results are shown when considering the most 
wearing activities. The "thirty and undert• group rated twelve 
activities most wearing, the ttthirty-one through fiftyn group 
nine factors, and the Hfifty and ove}:"tt group eight factors. 
Three tie ratings were ii!-Volved here also. 
The influence of age on the wearing effect of activities 
Table 22. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activi..: 
ties Involving Actual Teaching on the Different 
Age Groups of Teachers Who Rated These Activities· 
---------------------------------------~~-------~---·-----~w~-
Under 31 31 to 50 Over 50 
Activity 
' 
,, 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat· Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable pre para-
tion ••..••..•••.•.••.•.••. 1 30 7 .. 5 75 7.3 42 7.1 
Teaching dull class •••••••••• 2 64 6.9 136 6.5 75 6.0 
Teaching heterogeneous class. 6 60 6.0 144 5.5 74 5.8 
Teaching large class •••••.••• 7.5 60 5.8 141 5.4 74 5.4 
Teaching double period- class. 22 23 4.8 47 4.5 11 4.9 
Teaching duplicate section ••• 28 51 4 .. 6 124 4.0 64 4.1 
Teaching average class ••••••• 30 72 3.9 154 3.7 75 3.8 
Teac;;hing small class ••••••.•• 31 70 2.8 144 3.1 73 3.3 
Teaching bright class •••••••• 32 53 2.6 117 3.2 67 2.9 
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involving actual teaching is shown in Table 22. Of the nine 
factors in this category, the "thirty and undertt age group 
found six of them more wearing than did the other two groups. 
This indicates that beginners find teaching a little more 
difficult than do those teachers with experience. In no 
case was the difference more than half a scale unit, however. 
The influence of age on the wearing effect of activities 
Table 23. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activi-
ties Directly Related to Teaching on the Different 
Age Groups of Teachers ~~o Rated These Activities 
--~~~-----~--~-~------------------------~----------------~--~ 
Activity Under 31 31 to 50 Over 50 
Gen. No .• Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat· Rat Rat-
:in$4 ing ing ine: 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Correcting papers ••••••••••• 3 67 5.9 147 6.2 74 6.2 
Preparing grades and reports 4 72 5.7 153 5.5 77 7.1 
Doing class preparation ••••• 9.5 72 5.6 149 5.6 73 5.0 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ••• 11.5 68 5.1 147 5.2 72 5.5 
aolding conferences with 
parents •••..•.••..•••••.• 25 61 4.6 138 4.4 68 4.5 
directly related to teaching, as shown in Tabfe 23, reveals 
no definite trend that the activities directly related to 
teaching are more or less wearing on any of the different age 
groups. The only item with_pver half a scale unit difference 
in rating is preparing grades, which seems more difficult for 
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Table 24. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Non-
Teaching Activities on the Different Age Groups 
of Teachers Who Rated These Activities 
----- ----------~-~--~--------
_,..._,.. ____ 
----------~---------~-
Under 31 31 to 50 Over 50 
Activity Gen. No •. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat Rat- Rat 
ing ing ing ing 
(1) .... (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room • ....................... ., • 5 60 5.6 136 5.8 60 6.2 
Conducting detention •••••••••• 7.5 58 5.;.5 142 5.2 68 6.2 
Conducting study hall ••••••••• 13 61 5.1 135 5.1 61 5.5 
Participating in !aculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivi ty ........................ 16.5 62 5.1 144 4.8 61 5.0 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ••••••• 19.5 64 4.7 152 4.9 71 4.6 
Doing committee work •••••••••• 19.5 40 5.3 113 4.7 54 4.8 
Participating in PI' A or other 
community activity ••••••••• 19.5 44 5.0 106 4.8 38 4.7 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance ••••••••••••••••••• 23 49 4.6 123 4.7 53 4.6 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling ••••••••••••••••• 29 34 4.2 92 3.9 41 3.8 
the older group. Apparently this is due more to the women of 
the group. 
Table 24 also indicates that there is no definite trend 
for the wearing effect of non-teaching activities to be de-
pendent on age. Of the activities involved, some are rated 
most wearing and some least wearing by each of the age groups. 
The only one with a difference of over half a scale unit is 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\. 
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conducting detention, which appears more difficult for the 
older group, but the difference is only 0.7 of a scale unit. 
Co-curricular activities appear slightly more wearing 
for the middle age group as shown in Table 25. Of the nine 
activities involved, the ttthirty-one to fiftytt group found 
seven of them more wearing than did the younger or older 
teachers. The latter two groups each found four activities 
less wearing than did the other two groups. That younger men 
teachers found coaching boys' sports easier, has already been 
commented on, as has the greater wearing effect of coaching· 
Table 25. The Relative Wearing Effect of Co-curricular Ac-
tivities on the Different Age Groups of Teachers 
Who Rated These Activities 
~----~---~---------~-----------
___ .,. _________ .,. ____ ..,. 
------------Under 31 31 to 50 Over 50 
Activity Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for ass em-
blies ••••••••••••••••••••• 9.5 26 5.0 67 5.8 37 5.0 
Directing publications ••••••• 11.5 13 5.3 41 5.5 19 4.9 
Acting as director of ath-
letics •••••••••.•.•••.••• ~ 14 8 4.8 22 5.6 9 4.2 
Sponsoring clubs in school 
day •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 15 39 4.7 82 5.1 31 5.0 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events ••••• 16.5 56 4.5 116 5.1 44 4.9 
Coaching boys' varsity sports 19.5 16 3.7 41 5.2 12 4.8 
Coaching girls' sports ••••••• 25 10 4.0 11 4.6 4 5.4 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations ••••••••••••• 25 10 4.7 34 4.7 17 3.8 
Conducting intramural sports. 27 18 4.4 24 4.3 8 3.7 
• 
girls' sports for older women, and the finding of sponsor-
ship of student government organizations to be less wearing y 
for older teachers. 
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The age of the teacher does not appear to greatly affect 
the wearing effect of teaching-load activities. Only six of 
the 32 activities have a difference of over half a scale unit. 
Five of these affect the group of teachers over fifty, who 
found preparing grades, conducting detention, and coaching 
girls' sports, to be more wearing, and directing athletics, 
and sponsoring student government organizations, to be less 
wearing. Young men teachers found coaching boys' sports much 
less wearing than did the other groups. Young teachers tend 
to find teaching more difficult, while the middle group tends 
to find co-curricular activities more wearing. 
The influence of professional preparation.-- The teachers 
participating in the study were divided into two groups accord-
ing to their professional preparation. These groups included 
those. with master's degrees and those with bachelor's. So few 
of the teachers had doctor's degrees that they were included 
with the master's degree group, and, for similar reason, those 
with no degree were included with the bachelor's degree group. 
As indicated in Table 26, there appears to be no noticeable 
difference between the two groups in the wearing effect of 
the various activities. Of the 32 activities, fifteen were 
1/Pp. 162 and 167. 
Table 26. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activi-
ties Composing the Teaching Load on Teachers With 
Different Professional Preparation Who Rated These 
Activities 
--~-------------------------------------------------------------
Master's Degree Group 
Activity Gen. No. Mean _MalE jMean Fe- Mean 
Rat- Rat- malE 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara 
tion ..•..•....•..•...•..• ~ 1 80 7.2 48 7.3 32 7.0 
Teaching dull class •.••..••.. 2 151 6.4 89 6.6 62 6.2 
Correcting papers •••••••••••• 3 161 6.1 92 6.0 69 6.3 
Preparing grades and reports. 4 166 5.5 96 5.3 70 5.8 
Supervising students about 
the building outside the 
classroom •.•••...•....•••• 5 142 5.9 83 6.0 59 5.8 
Teaching heterogeneous class. 6 156 5.5 89 5.9 67 5.0 
Teaching large class •••....•. 7.5 149 5.5 87 5.7 62 5.4 
Conducting detention .••••...• 7.5 151 5.5 90 5.5 61 5.6 
Doing class preparation •••••. 9.5 162 5.4 92 5.6 70 5.2 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assem-
blies •.••.••••••.•••.•..•• 9.5 78 5.5 43 5.4 35 5.6 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ..... 11.5 159 5.1 90 5.0 69 5.2 
Directing publications ••••••• 11.5 47 5.2 27 5.2 20 5.2 
Conducting study hall •••.•.•• 13 151 5.3 84 5.0 67 5 .. 1 
Acting as director of ath-
letics ...•..•••.••••.••••• 14 27 5.1 24 5.2 3 4.7 
Sponsoring clubs in school day 15 91 5.1 58 5.1 33 5.2 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings·and other workshop ac-
tivity .••.•.....••.•••.... 16.5 153 5.0 87 4.9 66 5.0 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •.••• 16.5 121 5.0 77 4.8 44 5.5 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ...•.. 19.5 160 4.6 91 4.7 69 4.5 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 26. (continued) 
Activity Gen. No. Mean Male Mean Fe- Mean 
Rat- Rat male 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Doing committee work ••••••••. 19.5 129 4.9 71 4.8 58 5.0 
Participating in PTA and 
other community activity •. 19.5 110 5.0 66 4 .• 8 44 5.2 
Coaching boys' varsity sport~ 19.5 47 4.9 44 4.8 3 6.4 
Teaching double period class 22 40 4.4 28 4.5 12 4.3 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance . .......... _ ....... 23 137 4.6 80 4.6 57 4.5 
Holding conferences with 
parents •.••.••••....•..•.. 25 151 4.6 84 4.5 67 4.6 
Coaching girls' sports •••.••• 25 13 5.0 6 4.9 7 5.1 
Sponsoring student govern-
ment organizations ••..•.•• 25 43 4.7 29 4 .. 5 14 5.0 
Conducting intramural sports. 27 28 4.3 24 4.5 4 4.0 
Teaching duplicate section.· •• 28 140 ~-2 77 4.3 63 4.1 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling ....•...•..•..•• 29 100 3.9 59 4.1 41 3.7 
Teaching average class .....•• 30 166 3.8 95 4.0 71 3.7 
Teaching small class ••••••••• 31 154 2.9 88 3.1 66 2.8 
Teaching bright class ..•••••• 32 137 3.0 80 3.2 57 2.8 
·Bachelor's Degree Group 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara~ 
tion ••••••.•••.••••••••••• 1 67 7.5 26 5.2 41 7.6 
Teaching dull class •••••.•••• 2 124 6.5 46 6.8 78 6.4 
Correcting papers .••...••..•• 3 127 6.2 48 6.3 79 6.1 
Preparing grades and reports 4 136 6.6 52 5.9 84 7.0 
Supervising students about 
the building outside the 
classroom .••••.•.••••••• ~. 5 114 5.7 45 5.4 69 5.9 
Teaching heterogeneous class. 6 124 5.8 47 5 .. 9 77 5.7 
Teaching large class ..•.•.•.• 7.5 126 5.5 46 5.9 80 5.2 
(continued on next page) 
Table 26. (continued) 
Activity Gen. 
Rat-
ing 
(1) (2) 
Conducting detention ••••••••. 7.5 
Doing class preparation ••••• 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assem-
blies •••.•••••••••••••••. 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ••• 
Directing publications •••••• 
Conducting study hall ••••••• 
Acting as director of ath-
letics •..••.•....•.•••••. 
Sponsoring clubs in school 
day •••••••••••••.•••••••• 
Participating in faculty 
meetings and other work-
shop activity ••.••••••••• 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events ••••. 
T aking professional courses 
and similar activity •••••. 
Doing committee work ••••••••. 
Participating in PTA or 
other community activity •. 
Coaching boys • 
T 
varsity sport:: 
eaching double period class. 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance •............... · .. 
olding conferences with 
parents •••••••.••••••••••• 
oaching girls• sports ••••••• 
H 
c 
s ponsoring student govern-
c 
T 
D 
ment organizations •.•••••• 
onducting intramural sports. 
eaching duplicate section •.• 
oing individual guidance 
counseling •..•..••..••••.• 
9.5 
9.5 
11.5 
11.5 
13 
14 
15 
16.5 
16.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
22 
43 
25 
25 
25 
27 
28 
29 
No. Mean 
Rat 
ing 
(3) (4) 
117 5.5 
132 5.5 
52 5.3 
128 5.5 
26 5.5 
111 5.0 
12 5.1 
61 4.8 
114 4.8 
95 4.7 
127 4.9 
78 4.8 
78 4.6 
22 4.5 
41 4 .. 9 
88 4.7 
116 4.3 
12 4.0 
18 3.9 
22 4.0 
99 4.0 
67 4.0 
(concluded on next page) 
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Male Mean Fe- Mean 
malE 
(5) (6) (7) (8) 
90 5.5 61 5.6 
51 5.6 81 5.4 
18 4.7 34 5.6 
49 5.2 79 5.7 
9 4.9 17 5.9 
45 4.6 66 5.3 
8 5.4 4 4.4 
21 4.7 40 4 .. 9 
45 5.2 69 4.6 
38 4.3 57 4.9 
50 5.5 77 4.6 
28 4.7 50 4.8 
32 4.6 46 4.6 
21 4.5 1 4.2 
22 5.0 19 4.7 
37 4.9 51 4.6 
43 4.4 73 4.3 
1 1.8 11 4.21 
7 4.0 11 3.8 
13 3.6 9 4 .. 6 
39 4.1 60 3.9 
29 3.9 38 4.1 
' 
Table 26. (concluded) 
Activity Gen. No. Mean Male Mean Fe- ~ean 
Rat- Rat- male 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Teaching average class •...••• 30 135 3.8 53 3.9 82 3.7 
Teaching small class ••••••.•• 31 133 3.2 52 3.1 81 3.3 
Teaching bright class •......• 32 100 2.9 34 3.0 66 2.9 
rated slightly more wearing by the master's degree group and 
thirteen by the bachelor's group. The ratings were the same 
Table 27. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Involving Actual Teaching on the Teachers With Dif-
ferent Professional Preparation Who Rated These Ac-
tivities 
-------------------------------------~-----------~-------------
Activity Master's Bachelor's Grou_Q_ Group 
General No.~ Mean No. Mean 
Rating Rat- Rat~ 
ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable pre para-
tion ••••••••••.••••.••••••• 1 80 7.2 67 7.5 
Teaching dull class •...•..•.•• 2 151 6.4 124 6.5 
Teaching heterogeneous class •• 6 156 5.5 124 5.8 
Teaching large class ........... 7.5 149 5.5 126 5.5 
Teaching double period class •• 22 .40 4.4 41 4.9 
Teaching duplicate section •••. 28 140 4.2 99 4.0 
Teaching average class •••.•••• 30 166 3.8 135 3.8 
Teaching small class •.••••.••• 31 154 2.9 133 3.2 
Teaching bright class ••..••.•• 32 137 3.0 100 2.9 
].J/7 
for the other four activities. The only activities where 
the variance in rating was over half a scale unit, were pre-
paring marks, which was rated 6.6 by the bachelor's group and 
5.5 by the master's group, and coaching girls' sports and 
sponsoring student government organizations, which were rated 
more wearing by the master's group, 5.0 to 4.0 and 4.7 to 3.9 
respectively. 
The relative wearing effect of activities involving 
actual teaching on teachers with different professional prep-
aration is shown in Table 27. Of the nine factors in this 
group, five were rated more wearing by the bachelor's group, 
two were rated more wearing by the master's group, and two 
were rated the same by both groups. This would appear to in-
dicate that actual teaching is slightly more wearing for those 
with less professional preparation. This corresponds with the y 
previous conclusion concerning younger teachers. In no case 
was the difference over half a scale unit, and in only one 
case was it that great. 
The wearing effect of the activities directly related to 
teaching on teachers with different professional preparation, 
is shown in Table 28. Four of the five activities are rated 
more wearing by the bachelor's group. The difference is not 
over half a scale unit, except for preparing grades, which 
had a mean rating of 6.6 for the bachelor's group, against 5.5 
1/P. 169. 
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Table 28. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Directly Related to Teaching on the Teachers With 
Different Professional Preparation Who Rated These 
Activities 
----------------------~---- - -------- -~------------------------
Master's Bachelor's 
Activity Group Group 
Gene raJ Number ~ean Numbe.t Mean 
Rating Rating Rating 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Correcting papers ...••.••••••• 3 161 6.1 127 6.2 
Preparing grades and reports .• 4 166 5.5 136 6.6 
Doing class preparation .••.••. 9.5 162 5.4 132 5.5 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ..••• 11.5 159 5.1 128 5.5 
Holding conferences with parent~ 25 151 4.6 116 4.3 
for the master's group. Additional professional preparation 
appears to have slightly dec~eased the wearing effect of ac-
tivities directly related to teaching. 
That professional preparation does not appear to affect 
the wearing effect of non-teaching activities, is shown in 
Table 29. Of the nine activities in this category, five are 
rated more wearing by the master's group, three are rated more 
wearing by the bachelor's group, and one is rated the same by 
both groups. None of the differences exceed half a scale 
unit. 
Table 30 appears to indicate that co-curricular activities 
are more wearing on teachers with master's degreesG Of the 
nine activities involved, seven were rated more wearing by 
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Table 29. The Relative Wearing Effect of Various Non-Teaching 
Activities on Teachers With Different Professional 
Preparation Who Rated These Activities 
------------------------------------------------ --------------
Master• s Bachelorts 
Activity Group Group 
' 
Genera .. Number !Mean Numbex: !Mean 
Rating Rating Rating 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room ................. ···•····•• 5 142 5.9 114 5.7 
Conducting detention •••••••••• 7.5 149 5.5 126 5.5 
Conducting study hall •.•••.••• 13 151· 5 .. 3 111 5.0 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop a c .. 
tivity •••••••.••••••••••••• 16.5 153 5.0 114 4.8 
Taking professional courses and 
similar activity •••••••.•.• 19.5 160 4 ... 6 127 4.9 
Doing committee work •.•..•..•. 19.5 129 4.9 78 4.8 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ••..•.•.• 19.5 110 5.0 78 4.6 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance .................... · 23 137 4.6 88 4.7 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling •.•..••••.•.•..•• 29 100 3.9 67 4.0 
this group, one was rated more wearing by the bachelor•s group, 
and one was rated even. Two of the differences exceeded half 
a scale unit, the masterts group rated coaching girlst sports 
5.0 as compared to 4.0 for the bachelorts group, and conducting 
student government 4.7 as compared to 3.9 for the latter group. 
This also corresponds to the conclusion for age groups that 
co-curricular activities were less wearing for the younger 
teachers. 
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Table 30. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Co-
curricular Activities on Teachers With Different 
Professional Preparation Who Rated These Activities 
-------~------------------------- -----
Master's Bachelor's 
Activity Group Group 
Gene raJ Numbex !Mean Numbel !Mean 
Rating Ratinf Rat in~ 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Coaching dramatics, speaking or 
preparing for assemblies •••• 9.5 78 5.8 52 5.3 
Directing publications ••.••••.• 11.5 47 5.2 26 5.5 
Acting as director of athletics 14 27 5.1 12 5.1 
Sponsoring clubs in school day. 15 91 5.1 61 4.8 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •..•••. 16.5 121 5.0 95 4.7 
Coaching boys' varsity sports •• 19.5 47 4.9 22 4.5 
Coaching girls' sports ••.•••••• 25 13 5.0 12 4.0 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations ••••••••••••••• 25 43 4.7 18 3.9 
Conducting intramural sports .•• 27 28 4.3 22 4.0 
There does not appear to be any outstanding difference 
between the master's and bachelor's groups in the wearing ef-
fect of the various activities. Actual teaching appears 
slightly more wearing for those with less professional prep-
aration, a conclusion that is also true for activities dir-
ectly related to teaching. However, co-curricular activities 
appear slightly more wearing for those with more professional 
preparation. 
The influence of school size.-- The relative wearing 
effect of the various activities composing teacher load on 
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Table 31. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Composing Teacher Load on Teachers Who Rated These 
Activities From Schools Grouped According to Size 
---------~----------------------------~------~-------------- ~-
Activity 
Small Medium 
Schools Schools 
Large 
Schools 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat· Rat Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion •••••••••••••• ;........ 1 
Teaching dull class ••••••••••• 2 
Correcting papers •..•••••••••• 3 
Preparing grades and reports.. 4 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room. . • . . . . . • . • . • . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Teaching heterogeneous class •• 
Teaching large class •••••••••• 
Conducting detention .••••••.•• 
Doing class preparation ••••••• 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assemblies 
Doing individual work with 
6 
7.5 
7.5 
9.5 
9.5 
students outside class •..•• 11.5 
Directing publications •••••••• 11.5 
Conducting study hall ••••••••• 13 
Acting as director of ath-
letics ..................... 14 
Sponsoring clubs in school day 15 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity ••.••.•.••..•••.••••• 16.5 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •••••• 16.5 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ••••••• 19.5 
Doing committee work •••••••••• 19.5 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ••••••••• 19.5 
26 7.3 
51 6.8 
48 5.9 
54 5.3 
49 7.4 73 6.9 
82 6.6 141 6.4 
84 6.2 154 6.1 
90 5.5 158 5.7 
46 5.9 
54 5.8 
51 5.4 
45 5.9 
55 5.5 
78 5.8 132 5.8 
75 5.6 147 
82 5.4 140 
73 5.7 150 
80 5.5 152 
30 5.4 35 5.0 65 
50 
16 
48 
12 
29 
5.1 87 
5.5 19 
5.0 74 
5.3 9 
5.2 47 
5.1 150 
S.2 38 
5.3 139 
4. 7 ],.8 
4.8 76 
51 4.4 81 5.0 135 
49 4.4 71 4.7 98 
53 4.7 85 4.8 149 
36 4.6 63 4.9 107 
40 4.9 58 4.7 65 
5.8 
5.5 
5.3 
5.4 
5.6 
5.2 
5.3 
5.2 
5.2 
5.1 
4.9 
5.2 
4.8 
4.9 
4.7 
(concluded on next page) 
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Table 31. (concluded) 
Small Medium Large 
Activity Schools Schools Schools 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat- Rat Rat 
ing ing ing ing 
. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Coaching boys 1 varsity sports 19.5 17 4.8 20 4.8 32 4.8 
Teaching double period class. 22 18 5.1 26 4.3 37' 4.7 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance •••••••••••••••••• 23 37 4.6 67 4 .. 9 120 4.5 
Holding conferences with 
25 parents .••.•••••.•....•••• 47 4.6 77 4~7 142 4.3 
Coaching girls' sports ••••••• 25 7 5.1 7 5.3 11 4.0 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations ••••••.•••••• 25 14 4.8 13 4.5 34 4.4 
Conducting·intramural sports. 27 13 4.5 13 4.3 24 4.0 
Teaching duplicate section ••• 28 46 4.9 58 4.0 129 4.0 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling ••••••••••••.••• 29 33 4.0 46 4.1 87 3;8 
Teaching average class •••.••• 30 55 3.8 89 3.7 157 3•9 
Teaching small class ••••••••• 31 52 2.8 85 2.9 145 3.2 
Teaching bright class •.•••••• 32 44 2.8 80 3.0 112 3.1 
teachers from schools divided into three groups according to 
size, is shown in Table 31. No definite trend is apparent 
that wearing effect is influenced by the size of the school. 
Excluding ties, teachers in the small school group rated ten 
activities less wearing than the medium school and large 
school groups. The medium school group rated six activities· 
less wearing than did the other two groups, and the large 
school group similarly rated ten activities. In considering 
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most wearing ratings~ again excluding ties, the small school 
group rated ten activities more wearing than the other two 
groups, while the medium school group similarly rated nine 
activities, and the large school group eight activities. 
In only six of the activities did the variance in rating 
exceed more than half a scale unit, and in three of these 
cases it was 0.6. Teaching duplicate sections was rated 4.9 
by the small school group as against 4.0 by both the other 
groups. This may reflect the less experience with duplicate 
sections which is obvious in small schoolse Teaching a double 
period class seems somewhat more wearing to the small school 
group, and chaperoning evening events likewise for the large 
school group. 
It is to be noted that the ratings for the three groups 
were exactly the same for one activity, varjed but 0.1 of a 
unit for five activities, Oa2 of a unit for three activities, 
and 0.3 of a unit for six activities, showing close correla-
tion in the ratings by the three groups, and indicating a 
general lack of influence of the size of the school on the 
wearing effect of the various activities. 
Coaching girls' sports is rated 5.3 and 5.1 in the medium 
and small school groups respectively and 4.0 in the large 
school group. Probably, this reflects the lack of inter-
scholastic competition in sports for girls in the larger 
schools. 
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Table 32. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Involving Actual Teaching on Teachers Who Rated These 
Activities From Schools Grouped According to Size , 
~--------------------- ---- -----------------------------------
Small Medium Large 
Activity Schools Schools Schools 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat Rat Rat~ 
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion •••.••••••••••.••••••• l 26 7.3 49 7.4 73 6.9 
Teaching.dull class •••••••••• 2 51 6.8 82 6.6 141 6.4 
Teaching heterogeneous class. 6 54 5.8 75 5.6 147 5.8 
Teaching large class ••••••••• 7.5 51 5.4 82 5.4 140 5.5 
Teaching double period class. 22 18 5.1 26 4.3 37 4.7 
Teaching duplicate section ••• 28 46 4.9 58 4.0 129 4.0 
Teaching average class ........ 30 55 3.8 89 3.7 157 3.9 
Teaching small class .......... 31 52 2.8 85 2.9 145 3.2 
Teaching bright class •.•.•••• 32 44 2.8 80 3 .. 0 112 3.1 
Table 32 shows that the size of school·appears to have no 
general influence on the wearing effect of the nine activities 
involving actual teaching. Excluding ties, the small school 
group rated three activities more wearing and two activities 
less wearing than did the other two groups. The medium school 
group similarly rated two activities more wearing and three 
activities less wearing, and the large school group rated 
three activities more wearing and two activities less wear-
ing. 
Using a similar means of comparison in correlating the 
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Table 33. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Directly Related to Teaching on the Teachers \~o Rated 
These Activities From Schools Grouped According to Size 
~-~~----~~--------------------~~--- - -----~-~---------~---~----
Small Medium Large 
Activity Schools Schools Schools 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Rat- Rat- Rat· Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Correcting papers •••••••••••• 3 48 5.9 . 84 6.2 154 6.1 
Preparing grades and reports. 4 54 5.3 90 5.5 158 5.7 
Doing class preparation •••••• 
Doing individual work with-
9.5 55 5.5 80 5.5 152 5.4 
students outside class •••• 11.5 50 5.1 87 5.1 150 5.2 
Holding conferences with 
parents •••••.•.••••••••••• 25 47 4.6 77 4.7 142 4.3 
ratings by the three groups arranged according to size of 
school as shown in Table 33, we find also that activities 
directly related to teaching do not appear to be affected by 
Table 34. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Non-
Teaching Activities on the Teachers Who Rated These 
Activities From Schools Grouped According to Size 
---------------------~-~----------------~-------~--------------~ Small Medium Large 
Activity Schools Schools Schools 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. ~ean 
Rat- Rat- Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(l) (2) (3~ (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room •.•••.•••...•.••.••..•• 5 46 5.9 78 5.8 132 5.8 
Conducting detention •••••••••• 7.5 45 5.9 73 5.7 150 5.3 
Conducting study hall ••••••••• 13 48 s.o 74 5.3 139 5.2 
(concluded on next page) 
-
Table 34.- (concluded) 
Small Medium Large 
Activity Schools Schools Schools 
Gen. No. ~ean No. Mean No. M.ean 
Rat- Rat- Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity •••.••••••••••••••••• 16.5 51 4.4 81 5.0 135 4.9 
Taking professional courses anc 
similar activity •.•.•.••••• 19.5 53 4.7 85 4.8 149 4.8 
Doing committee work •.••••••.• 19.5 36 4.6 63 4.9 107 4.9 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ••••••••• 19.5 40 4.9 58 4.7 65 4.7 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance .••............••.. 23 37 4.6 67 4.9 120 4.5 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling .•...•..•.......• 29 33 4.0 46 4.1 87 3.8 
the size of school. 
Using the same process in analyzing the ratings of the 
three groups relative to non-teaching activities as shown in 
Table 34, again we find no definite evidence that the wearing 
effect·. of such activities is influenced by the size of the 
school. · 
Influence of size of school on the wearing effect of co-
curricular activities is shown in Table 35. The small school 
group rated four of the nine activities more wearing than the 
other two groups, and only one less wearing. It would thus 
appear that co-curricular activities are slightly more wear-
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Table 35. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Co-curri-
cular Activities on the Teachers Who Rated These 
Activities From Schools Grouped According to Size 
------------------------------ ----------------------------~---
Small Medium Large 
Activity Schools Schools Schools 
Gen. No. Mean No. Mean No. ~ean 
Rat- Rat- Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Coaching dramatics~ speaking 
or preparing for assemblies 9.5 30 5.4 35 5.0 65 5 .. 6 
Directing publications •••..••• 11.5 16 5.5 19 5.2 38 5.3 
Acting as director of ath-
letics •.........••......... 14 12 5.3 9 4.7 18 5.2 
Sponsoring 9lubs in school day 15 29 5.2 47 4.8 76 5.1 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events ••.••• 16.5 49 4.4 71 4.7 98 5.2 
Coaching boys' varsity sports. 19.5 17 4.8 20 4.8 32 4.8 
Coaching girls' sports •••••••• 25 7 5.1 7 5.3 11 4.0 
Sponsoring student government. 
organizations •••••••••••••• 25 14 4.8 13 4.5 34 4.4 
Conducting intramural sports .• 27 13 4.5 13 4.3 24 4.0 
ing in the small school. This may be accounted for by the ne-
cessity of each teacher assuming a greater part of this type 
of responsibility when faculties are small. 
There is no definite indication that the size of the 
school has an influence on the wearing effect of the various 
activities making up the teaching load. Only one of the four 
groups of activities showed any noticeable variance. Co-
curricular activities. appeared to be slightly more wearing 
in the small schools. 
The influence of subject field.-- One of the controver-
sial issues in assigning teacher load has been the relative 
difficulty of teaching in the various subject fields. Many 
attempts have been made to weight the different fields by 
using subject coefficients. Table 36 shows the wearing ef-
fect of the various activities as rated by teachers of the 
different subject fields. 
The most important rating in this analysis is that given 
to an average class in one's field. The mean score for all 
teachers in the study was 3.8 for this item and in only two 
fields does the rating of the subject teachers vary more than 
0.1 of a scale unit from this score. In Industrial Arts the 
rating is 0.4 above at 4.2, and in Physical Education 0.4 
less at 3.4. 
In other activities there are some variations from the 
mean rating of the total group that should be pointed out as 
significant for particular subject field groups. For double 
period subjects the mean rating is 4.7. The mean for Social 
Studies teachers is 3.8, for Mathematics teachers 3.6, and 
for Business teachers 3.7, indicating that these teachers 
can use more effectively extra time with a given group, al-
though it is doubtful if double periods are often involved in 
these fields. The ratings of 6.2 for Art and 6.3 for Music 
are not significant, due to the small number of representa-
tives from these fields. 
Table 36. The Relative Wearing Effect of the Various Activities 
Composing Teacher Load on Teachers Who Rated These 
Activities,These Teachers Being Grouped According to 
Subject Field 
------------------------- ----------------~---------------- -
Activity 
(1) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Teaching dull class •.••••••••• 
Correcting papers •.••••••••••• 
Preparing grades and reports •• 
Supervising students about the 
building outside the class-
room ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Teaching heterogeneous class •• 
Teaching large class •••••••••• 
Conducting detention •••••••••• 
Doing class preparation ••••••• 
Coaching dramatics, speaking o 
preparing for assemblies ••. 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class ••••• 
Directing publications •••••••• 
Conducting study hall ••••••••• 
Acting as director of ath-
1etics .................... . 
Sponsoring clubs in school day 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity •••••..•••.•••••••.•• 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •••••• 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ••••••• 
Doing committee work .••••••••• 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ••••••••• 
English Social Science 
Studies 
!General No. Meari.No. MearNo. Mean 
Rating Rat- Rat- Rat 
(2) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7.5 
7.5 
9.5 
9.5 
11.5 
11.5 
13 
14 
15 
16.5 
16.5 
19.5 
19.5 
19.5 
ing ing ing 
(3) (4 (5) (6, (7) (8) 
37 7.2 35 6.9 29 7.3 
78 6.6 59 6.7 49 6.4 
85 6.3 64 6.5 48 6.2 
83 5.6 64 5.8 50 5.7 
73 6.2 57 6.1 40 6.0 
74 
76 
78 
81 
54 
5.8 
5.1 
5.5 
5.2 
5.4 
84 5.0 
31 5.3 
79 5 .. 2 
6 4.8 
46 5.4 
77 5.2 
59 5.8 
80 4.8 
61 4.9 
58 4.9 
61 5.9 44 
60 5.2 43 
57 5.5 48 
60 5.5 51 
31 5.6 . 13 
60 5.3 
15 4.8 
61 5.2 
11 5.2 
33 5.0 
61 4.8 
47 4.8 
64 4.5 
48 4.9 
43 4.8 
50 
4 
46 
8 
27 
42 
38 
47 
35 
31 
5.8 
5.4 
5.2 
5.6 
5.3 
5.2 
5.9 
5.2 
5.8 
5.2 
5.1 
5.0 
5.0 
4.9 
5.1 
(continued on next page) 
Table 36. (continued) 
Activity 
(1) 
Coaching boys' varsity sports. 
Teaching double period class •• 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidan~e •...•.•.•.•....•••• 
Holding conferences with 
par-ents .. .............•...•• 
Coaching girls' sports •••••••• 
Sponsori~g s~udent government. 
organ~zat~ons •••••••••••••• 
Conducting intramural sports •• 
Teaching duplicate section •.•• 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling ••••••••.•.••.••• 
Teaching average class •.•••••• 
Teaching small class ••••.•.••• 
Teaching bright class ••••••••• 
Activity 
(1) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion ••••••••.....•..••.••• 
Teaching dull class ••.••.•.•• 
Correcting papers •••.••••••.• 
Preparing grades and reports. 
Supervising students about 
· the building outside the 
classroom •.....•.....•.••• 
.. 
General 
Rating 
en 
19.5 
22 
23 
25 
25 
25 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
Mathe-
matics 
No. Meru 
Rat~ 
ing 
(2) (3) 
38 7.3 
50 6.4 
52 6.1 
52 5.4 
46 4.5 
English 
No. Meal 
Rat 
ing 
(.3) (.4) 
6 4.7 
13 5.2 
73 4.4 
83 4.3 
2 3.5 
13 5.4 
7 4.1 
71 4.0 
53 4.2 
83 3.7 
80 3.1 
76 3.0 
LanguagE 
~o. Meat 
Rat· 
ing 
(4) (5) 
27 6.8 
39 6.3 
44 5~8 
44 5.6 
34 6.6 
(continued on next page) 
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Social Science 
Studies 
~o. Meax ~o. Mean 
Rat Rat. 
ing ing 
(5) (.6) 5--_7) (8) 
19 4.7 27 4.6 
8 3.8 28 4.2 
52 4.4 40 4.5 
59 4.5 44 4.5 
1 6.2 2 5.7 
16 5.3 12 4.7 
13 4.0 13 4.1 
52 4.1 45 4.2 
41 4.0 31 3.8 
64 3.8 50 3.8 
63 3.1 42 2.8 
53 3.0 42 2.9 
Busines~ Home 
.Economics 
~o. Me ax fNo. Mean 
Rat Rat 
ing ing 
(6) (7) (8) (9) 
22 7.2 6 7.4 
39 6.5 13 6.9 
43 6.4 13 5.8 
44 5.4 15 5.9 
39 4.9 12 5.7 
Table 36. (continued) 
Mathe- LanguagE Busines~ Home 
matics Economics 
Activity No. Me ax LNo. Me ax: No. Mear. ~o. jMean 
Rat- Ra1 Rat- rRat-
ing ine ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4, (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Teaching heterogeneous class. 47 5.9 4~ 5.: 41 5.9 11 5.4 
Teaching large class .......... 51 5.3 4( 5.~ 42 5.1 13 6.0 
Conducting detention ••••••••• 51 5.2 4C 5. <; 40 5.3 14 5.8 
Doing class preparation ••..•• 52 5.5 41 5 •. 1 42 5.5 15 5.8 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assemblies 20 5.6 2C 5.1 17 5.$ 2 6.2 
Doing individual work \~th 
students outside class .••• 52 5.4 43 5.5 42 6.0 14 5.4 
Directing publications ••••••• 9 5.6 14 5.5 15 5.4 1 2.7 
Conducting study hall .••••••• 49 5.1 41 5.3 37 S.3 12 5.2 
Acting as director of ath-
letics •.•.•.•....•.•.....• 9 6.1 4 5.6 4 5.1 
- -Sponsoring clubs in school day 28 5.5 21 5 .. 0 19 4.1 5 3.6 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity .•••...•..••...•••.• 48 4.8 39 5.0 37 4.5 11 4.9 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events ••••• 46 4.9 29 5.4 31 4.7 9 3.9 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity .••••• 53 4.9 42 4.7 40 5.0 13 4.8 
Doing committee work ••••••••• 41 4.8 29 4.9 36 4.5 6 3.9 
Participating in PTA or other 
community activity .•.••••• 39 4.7 27 5.4 25 4.2 6 3.6 
Coaching boyst varsity sports 25 5.3 2 4.9 7 6.2 
- -Teaching double period class. 17 3.6 3 4.9 9 3.7 11 5.2 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance ...... ~ ..........• 46 4.6 36 4.8 35 4.6 5 4.4 
Holding conferences with 
parents •.•.•.••.•.••.••••• 49 4.4 43 4.6 39 4.7 ll 4.0 
Coaching girls' sports ••••••• 3 5.4 
- -
4 4.4 
- -
ponsoring student government 
~3 organizations ••••••••••••• 4.9 10 5.5 7 3.1 1 4.4 
s 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 36. (continued) 
Mathe- Language Busines~ Home 
matics Economics 
Activity 
No. Meat t.No. Meat No. Me ax ~o. Mean 
Rat· Rat Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Conducting intramural sports. 16 4 .. 2 2 3.2 2 4.8 
- -Teaching duplicate section ••• 44 4.0 40 3.9 31 4.3 10 4.1 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling •••••.•••••••.•• 51 2.6 16 4.2 28 4.0 4 4.3 
Teaching average class ......... 52 3.7 43 3.8 43 3.9 15 3.7 
Teaching small class ••••••••• 46 3.0 43 2.6 43 3.7 15 3.0 
Teaching bright class •••••••• 43 3.1 38 2.7 25 3.4 9 3.2 
Industr- Art Music Physical 
ial Arts Education 
Activity No. MeaD No. MeaiJ No. Meat No. Mean 
Rat Rat- Rat- Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Teaching in a field for which 
one lacks suitable prepara-
tion •••••••••••••••••••••• 6 7.5 4 8.5 2 8.9 8 7.4 
Teaching dull class •••••••.•• 14 6.6 7 5.9 7 6.2 17 6.6 
Correcting papers ••••.•••••.. 15 6.2 6 5.2 6 6.2 14 5.8 
Preparing grades and reports. 
Supervising students about the 
17 5.6 8 6.4 8 5.7 20 5.3 
building outside the class-
room .............. • ...•.••• 14 5.3 4 5.6 5 5.0 19 5.7 
Teaching heterogeneous class. 16 6.1 7 5.8 7 6.1 20 5.3 
Teaching large class . ........ 14 7.0 8 6.3 7 5.0 21 5.9 
Conducting detention ••••••••• 16 5.0 4 6.6 5 5.1 12 5 .. 9 
Doing class preparation ....... 16 5.7 8 5.9 8 4.3 18 5 .. 4 
Coaching dramatics, speaking 
or preparing for assemblies 2 4.6 2 5.2 6 6.0 9 5.8 
Doing individual work with 
students outside class •••• 16 4.9 7 5.3 7 4.0 ~3 4.6 
(concluded on next page) 
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Table 36. (concluded) 
-· 
Industr- Art Music Physical 
ial Arts ~ducation 
Activity No. Mear. No. Mear No. Mear :No. Mean 
Rat Rat Rat· Rat-
ing ing ing ing 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Directing publications •••••••• 1 7.4 3 4.7 I 1 6.0 2 3.9 
Conducting study hall •.•.••••• 13 4 .. 5 3 3.6 i 4 8.5 15 5.8 
Acting as director of athletic~ 1 3 .. 9 - - - - 13 4.5 
Sponsoring clubs in school day 9 5.2 3 5.0. 3 4.5 12 5.3 
Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop ac-
tivity •••.•.••••..••.••.•.• 15 4.9 6 4.8 5 6.7 18 4.7 
Conducting or chaperoning 
evening social events •••••. 12 4.2 4 3.8 5 5 .. 3 20 4.9 
Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ••••••• 15 5.2 6 4.6 8 5.2 20 5.3 
Doing committee work •.••.••.•• 11 3.9 2 6.2 5 4.5 13 5.2 
Participating in PrA or other 
community activity ••••••••• 10 4.4 4 5.1 6 3.7 13 5.2 
Coaching boys 1 varsity sports. 1 2.9 2 5.5 -
-
11 5.1 
Teaching double period class •• 14 5.0 2 6.2 3 6.3 2 5.1 
Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance .•.. ·· ............... 7 6 .. 3 3 5.1 4 4.1 11 4.5 
Holding conferences with 
parents .••••••....•.•••••.• 11 4.1 6 4.2 5 3.9 12 5 .. 2 
Coaching girls' sports •••••••• 1 1.8 
- - - -
12 5.3 
Sponsoring student government 
organizations •••••.•••••••• 3 4.4 1 3.4 - - 4 5.2 
Conducting intramural sports •• 1 3.6 
- -
- -
16 4.3 
Teaching duplicate section •••• 14 4.1 3 3.5 4 4.2 12 4 .. 0 
Doing individual guidance 
counseling •••••••••••.••.•• 8 3.2 5 3.9 4 5.3 9 4.1 
Teaching average class •••••••• 17 4.2 8 3.8 8 3.9 21 3.4 
Teaching small class •••••••••• 17 3.4 8 2.7 7 3.2 20 3.5 
Teaching bright class .•..••••• 10 3.7 6 2.2 8 4.2 17 ~.9 
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For teaching large classes the mean for the total rating 
is 5.5. The means of all the academic subject fields and Busi-
ness are below this figure from 0.1 to 0.4 of a unit, indica-
ting that large classes are not so much of a handicap in these 
fields as in the laboratory areas, such as Home Economics with 
a rating of 6.0, Industrial Arts with a rating of 7.0, and Art 
with a rating of 6.3. In the latter areas large classes pro-
hibit needed individual help and involve greater danger. 
Business teachers were the only ones to show a variation 
of over half a scale unit from the mean rating of 3.1 for 
teaching small classes, and their rating is but 3.7. Teaching 
bright pupils appears easier· for Art teachers, with a rating 
of 2.2 for this activity as compared to the general mean of 
3.0. Only six Art teachers were involved, however. Teaching 
a dull class also seems easiest for Art teachers with a mean 
of 5.9 as compared to the general mean of 6.5 for this activ-
ity. 
Music and Art teachers would have the most difficulty 
teaching in other fields, as they rated this activity 8.5 and 
8.9 respectively, as compared to the genexal mean of 7.3 for 
this activity. This probably is due to a narrower and more 
specialized training for these areas than is true in other 
fields. 
Music was the only area where a significant variation was 
noticeable for class preparation. The mean for Music teachers 
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was 4.3 as compared to the general mean of 5.4. The teachers 
of laboratory subjects, Home Economics, Industrial Arts, and 
Art, rated class preparation as slightly more wearing, prob-
ably due to the preparation and care of materials and equip-
ment. 
Individual work with students outside class was less of 
a problem for Music and Physical Education teachers. Their 
mean ratings were 4.0 and 4.6 respectively, as compared to 
the general mean of 5.3. Business teachers with a rating of 
6.0, found this activity most wearing. 
The expected emphasis on paper work did not show up for 
English teachers, whose rating of 6.3 was only 0.1 of a scale 
unit above the general mean of 6.2 for this activity. Art was 
the only field where paper work seemed much less wearing with 
a mean of 5.2. But only six Art teachers were involved. 
Holding parents' conferences was least wearing for Music 
teachers and most wearing for Physical Education teachers, 
with mean ratings of 3.9 and 5.2 respectively as compared to 
the general mean o::f 4.5. In Music, parents and teachers may 
have more of a common interest, while in Physical Education, 
conferences are often with parents whose children resent gym 
being a required activity. 
Preparing marks is easiest for Mathematics, Business, and 
Physical Education teachers, with mean ratings of 5.4, 5.4, 
and 5.3 respectively as compared to the general rating of 6.0. 
Grades in the first two areas are based on more objective pro-
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cedures, while Physical Education does not require as fine a 
distinction in grading. 
The remaining activities are not directly related to 
teaching, and are not so significant when subject fields are 
being compared. A few items may be worth noting, however. 
Variations for Home Economics~ Industrial Arts, Art, Music, 
and Physical Education, are not too valid because of the rela-
tiv~ly small number of these teachers included in the ratings. 
Counseling students and supervising students outside the 
classroom, appear less wearing for Mathematics teachers, with 
a mean rating of 2.6 and 4.5 respectively as compared to the 
general rating of 4.0 and 5.8. Language teachers appear to 
find supervising students outside the classroom most wearing 
with a rating of 6.6, while Business teachers find this ac-
tivity less wearing with a rating of 4.9, as they also do 
sponsoring clubs with a rating of 3.6 as compared to the 
general rating of 5.0. With a rating of 5.8 as compared to 
the general rating of 4.9, chaperoning evening social events 
seems most difficult for English teachers. 
Influence of time of day.-- Feeling that the time of day 
that an activity or class meets has considerable effect on 
its wearing effect, the writer included the following ques-
tion in Section II of the inquiry form: 
ttDo you believe that teaching activities of any and all 
kinds are more wearing at particular periods of the day 
( ) Yes 
If Yes please indicate 
( ) 1. First period 
( ) 2. Period before lunch 
( ) 3. Period after lunch 
( ) 4. Last period 
( ) No 
( ) 5. After school 
( ) 6. Evening 
( ) 7. Other (please specify)n 
Only 41 of the participants checked ttNott, or failed to 
answer this question. This indicates that in the minds of 
the teachers the time of day is important. The results for 
the different times indicated are shown in Table 37. 
Table 37. The Relative Wearing Effect of Teaching Activities 
of Any and All Kinds at Particular Periods of the Day 
-------------------------------------------- ------------------
Period 
(1) 
First period 
Period before lunch 
Period after lunch 
Last period 
After school 
Evening 
Other 
Number of Teachers Checking 
(2) 
9 
51 
81 
195 
114 
56 
14 
Teachers checking "0thertt specified the following times 
as especially wearing: lunch period (2), split lunch (2), 
period after assembly (2), Monday mornings (2), before and 
after vacation (1), whenever school schedule upset and nor-
mal routine of the day changed (1), Saturdays (1), weekends 
(l), after seniors leave in spring (1), and type of class 
makes the difference (1). None of these appear frequently 
198 
enough for a generalization, but they may serve as reminders 
to the administrator to seek means of alleviating the influ-
ence of such adverse factors. 
It appears that recognition should be given to the wear-
ing effect of activities that come at certain times of each 
day. These are: the period before lunch, the period after 
lunch, the last period, and after school •. Evening activities y 
are cared for by co-curricular activity number 32 in the 
main study. If the period before lunch is considered the 
base with a coefficient of 1.0, responses indicate the rate 
of compensation for the other three periods might be: period 
after lunch 1.5, last period 4.0, and after school 2.0. 
3. Comment on the Study by the Participating Teachers 
Additional activities suggested by the participating 
teachers.-- Following Section III, which described the method 
of ranking the wearing effect of the various activities com-
posing teacher load, the inquiry form contained the following 
s.ection: 
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"IV. Additional Information 
A. After ranking the various teaching-load factors 
described in section III, please indicate ad-
ditional factors which you feel are a part of 
the teacher's job. 
B. Comment on the study is most welcome.n 
This section was es.pecially referred to at the time of 
the meetings with the participating teachers. 
Since, in spite of this emphasis, only about 12% of the 
participants suggested additional factors, it appeared that 
the list used in the study covered the field quite well. In 
this connection the following statements are to be noted: 
"All factors are we11 covered." 
I 
tti feel that the subject is covered very thoroughly by 
the inquiry. tt 
ttNone addi tionall' 
ui feel some indicated are not part of the teacher's load." 
The additional factors that were suggested fall into four 
possible groups: 
1. Activities that are so specialized that few teachers 
engage in them. Examples: 
ttinstructing in the use of visual aids.tt 
ttThere are no end of calls for extra-curricular 
activities in the field of art.n 
ttFaculty committee to order flowers for teachers 
who are ill or who have a death in the family. 
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This committee buys gifts also for teachers who 
marry or who leave to enter other fields. Dues 
are collected twice a year." 
2. Activities that. might be included under factors used 
in the study. Examples with related factors: 
HTroublesome and uncooperative studentsn (3 
times). 
rtPupils who come from undisciplined homes and 
cause discipline time to be taken from creative 
teaching.n 
Although not specifically indicated~ these illustrations 
are related to factor number 8~ teaching the dull class. It 
is this type of class where discipline is most likely to 
arise. This may have been a strong contributing factor in 
the rating of this activity among the most wearing factors. 
Where classes are known to be composed largely of definitely 
uncooperative students, special allowance should be made. 
Included under item number 10, class preparation outside 
the class period including lesson planning, and securing, ar-
ranging, and caring for equipment and supplies: 
"Being familiar with current events in one's 
field so that the student will have the advan-
tage of knowing the latest happenings.n 
ttSchedule changes which demand revision of the 
plan book." 
"Maintaining shop equipment. tt : 
uordering and inventory of shop equipment and 
supplies.n 
Included under number 14~ conducting homeroom: 
11Keeping register." (2 times) 
ncollecting absence notes, checking on students 
to return signed slips to office.n 
Included under number 16, preparing ma~s and reports: 
11Clerical work.~• ( 5 times) 
ttFilling out questionnaires .. n (3 times) 
The words ttclerical worku p.robably should have been in-
eluded in the title of this activity. 
Included in number 17, counseling: 
ttGuidance.n 
Included in number 18, supervising students outside the 
classroom: 
"Corridor duty.n 
Included in number 21, professional activity: 
ttAttending meetings of teachers• associations. tt 
ttAttending department meetings." 
"Active participation and membership in pro-
fessional organizations. tt 
Probably ttactive membership in professional organizationsn 
should have been added to the title of this activity. 
Included in number 23, community activity: 
ttparticipating in community life and furthering 
acquaintance with students' activities - not 
necessarily as a chaperone.n 
ncommunity service.n 
upublic relations outside the school. tt 
202 
3. Activities that are too general and intangible to put 
into a category, but rather refer to the Wearing ef-
fect of the teacher's job as a whole: 
ttRealization of responsibility at all times, in 
and out of school, that he or she is a teacher 
in the community.tt 
"Morale of school (spirit), cooperation of facul-
ty, petty jealousies.n 
'The most wearing factor is having teachers given 
instructions on school rules, then to have lax 
teachers on the faculty, with the result that 
students constantly say 'I didn't know1 , etc., 
looking for a loophole. Discipline should be 
very definite. Bach student should have a copy 
of the teachers 1 instructions with the conse-
quences on 
ttGeneral attitude of contempt toward school. n 
ttBuilding character.n 
•Trying to make pupils work together. 11 
ninteresting pupils sufficiently to continue 
study. tt 
ninterruptions during class, filling out slips 
and passes, answering questions between classes 
are a drain on the energy.tt 
ttActivities involving telephoning, program changes, 
conferences for which no time is allotted and 
which must be fitted in at odd moments.t~ 
nsalesmen, visitors, questionnaires which take 
free time already planned.n 
ttprovision by the school of inadequate teaching 
facilities .. u 
t~he most wearing part of my job is the frustra-
tion caused by the lack of materials and the 
red tape involved in obtaining them. This is 
more wearing than any activity mentioned in 
your study.n 
203 
Where wearing effect is caused by the general atmos-
phere of the school, as referred to in many of the pre-
vious examples, a special cooperative effort to alleviate 
conditions would seem to be in order. 
4. Activities that refer to the pattern of a teacher's sub-
ject assignments: 
HA number of consecutive periods of one subject." 
ttFour periods of consecutive teaching.n 
ttFull schedule all day from 8:15 to approximately 
3:30 p.m.u 
1The effect of the number or absence of free 
periods.n 
"Length of the lunch period.n 
•The number of times called upon to take over 
another class during one's own free periods.n 
ttPressure of several jobs coming at the same 
time .• n 
nTeaching in one room would help to ease the 
tiring effect of the day." 
tvrravel within.the school to classes and assigned 
areas. n 
"I believe that measuring teacher load should 
consider the amount of traveling from class to 
class. In my particular case, I teach five 
classes, carry two study halls, and do this in 
six different rooms from one end of the build-
ing to the other.n 
The latter two comments come from teachers of a 
campus type school. 
Indeed, chance to ncatch onets breath1' may be very 
important in how wearing the activities of the day become. 
Lack of a free period would be cared for, in measuring the 
teacher load, by the weight given extra classes, but teaching 
several eonsecutive periods and having to move continually 
from one room to another, should be compensated for. In the 
latter case especially, it is not only the movement of the. 
teacher that is wearing, but the carrying of materials, plus 
the handicap of not being able to use materials that would 
be available if one were able ~o stay in one room. 
General comment on the study by participating teachers.--
On the whole, the teachers were quite interested in the study. 
This was evidenced by the atmosphere during the meetings, es-
pecially the part devoted to the rating of the activities. 
Several teachers made a point of speaking to the writer per-
sonally following the meetings, as undoubtedly many others 
would have done except that over half of the meetings re-
mained in session after the teacher-load rating was over. 
This interest is also shown by the following comments from 
the inquiry form: 
uwell done.tt (2 times) 
nshould have been undertaken long ago. Hope something 
beneficial will result.tt 
nAn interesting study. I am glad we are to see the 
tabulation of the results .• n 
uwould like to know the results.n 
ni'd like a copy of the report.tt 
nA good job, we need more like it.tt 
·~--~-~-~~~-.--------~--------
tti like the idea!• 
nr•m very much interested in the findings. I am chair-
man of the ••••••••••••••• school committee and in that 
capacity I am sure that the facts you get would help.n 
ur am much interested in this study as I feel that there 
is a great inequality in this area.u 
A few teachers felt that fatigue was due to the whole 
load, and thought it was difficult to rate the various activi-
ties separately, as the following comments attest: 
ttNo one of these factors presents any obstacle to me but 
the problem is the aggregate of all the diversified de-
mands on the individual.u 
"I feel that the activities may be more or less wearing 
depending on conditions, time allowed, pressures of 
the moment, etc.n 
"Of themselves, they may range from inspiring to moder-
ately fatiguing. On top of a heavy schedule, or during 
weeks when unusual duties like term grades or a science 
fair occur, they may be the last straw.n 
"So many of these items vary according to circumstances, 
for example, one homeroom may be a joy, another may be 
most exhausting. So also with some other duties.n 
nsome activities don't wear me down they just bore me.n 
rThe most wearing thing of all is the frustration of not 
being able to get my wo"rk done.n 
nr enjoy Drama but who can tell by 6:00 p.m. whether 
five classes or a rehearsal caused the weariness." 
Only two comments questioned the technique involved in 
the rating procedure: 
"I feel that the card arrangement by number may be 
deceiving.u 
ni question the validity of the results.'t 
2()6· 
Only one comment reflected a relationship between ·the 
teacher's personality and wearing effect of teacher-load ac-
tivities: 
ni believe that there will be a definite correlation 
between personality pattern and order of choices.u 
Other comments: 
"I am not sure I have been teaching long enough to make 
my evaluation very good.u 
nwould like to have had more time to think questions 
through clearly or list extra-curricular activities.n 
tti personally feel that activities that are held directly 
after school, are most wearing.n 
t~ometimes the immediate result of an activity (parent-
teacher conference or doing individual work with pupils 
or individual guidance counseling) is so rewarding that 
the 'wearing' effect is minimized.n 
The writer was very much pleased at the general favorable 
reaction to the study and plans to make the results available 
to the participants. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
1. Summary 
The problem.-- The problem of this study is the develop-
ment for senior-high schools of a technique that may be used 
to evaluate the wearing effect of teaching load. The various 
formulas and other devices for determining teacher load, all 
leave out factors which are a vital part of a teacher's job. 
This is especially true in relation to the intangibles of 
wearing effect. 
Procedure.-- Following a review of research, which cov-
ered time studies, formulas or other devices for measuring 
teacher load, the few studies dealing with wearing effect, and 
other related literature, teaching-load activities were ana-. 
lyzed, and a list containing 35 factors drawn up for the study. 
This list was later reduced to 32 following the tryout. 
Determination of the wearing effect of these factors was 
the main concern of the study. The faculties of eleven sec-
ondary schools in Eastern Massachusetts, of varying size and 
type, participated. Over 300 teachers were involved. The 
writer met with each faculty personally, exploiting the bene-
fits of first hand contact and assuring 100 per cent partici~ 
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pation. This was a great advantage over a study conducted by 
mail. 
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Bach teacher filled out an inquiry form giving personal 
information, including preparation, experience, and present 
position. Accompanying the inquiry form was a packet of cards, 
each containing a teaching-load factor. After discarding 
those with which they were not familiar, the teachers then ar-
ranged and numbered the rest in order of their opinion of the 
wearing effect. These ratings were transformed to linear 
scores on a 10 point scale and the mean scores determined for 
each factor. After a lapse of two to three weeks, 25 of the 
teachers rated the factors again as a check on reliability. 
The activities were treated in four groups: those in-
volving actual teaching, those directly related to teaching, 
non-teaching activities, and co-curricular activities. Recog-
nition was given to the influence of sex, age, preparation, 
size of school, subject taught, and time of day of activity. 
2. Conclusions 
The relative wearing effect of teaching-load activities.--
The variations in the mean scores of the ratings by the teach-
ers participating in the study, indicate that there is a dif-
ference in the wearing effect of the various activities com-
posing teacher load. While a majority of the 32 activities 
treated in the study were considered average wearing, several 
were rated somewhat above average wearing and others consider-
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ably below average wearing. 
Listed below are the activities, together with their mean 
scores, arranged in descending order of wearing effect ratings: 
Teaching a class in a field which is not one's prefer-
ence or for which one lacks suitable preparation (7.3) 
Teaching a dull class where the native ability to learn 
and the acquired achievement in the field are distinct-
ly below average (6.5) 
Correcting papers, tests, projects, notebooks, and simi-
lar work involved in checking pupil progress (6.2) 
Preparing marks or grades, rank cards, reports, and simi-
lar clerical work (6.0) 
Supervising students outside the classroom before school, 
at noon, or after school, in the corridors, on the 
playgrounds, in the cafeteria, or in the gymnasium (5.8) 
Teaching a heterogeneous class where there is a wide 
range in native ability to learn the subject and/or 
acquired achievement in the subject (5.6) 
Teaching a large class in one's subject field (5.5) (large 
class used in the ordinary sense) 
Conducting a detention room (5.5) 
Doing class preparation outside t'he class period in-
cluding lesson planning, providing for group activity 
and individual differences, preparing tests and pro-
jects, as well as securing, arranging, and caring for 
equipment and supplies (5.4) 
Coaching dramatics, debating, speaking, or preparing for 
assemblies, commenceme;nt, or other special p·rograms (5 .4) 
Doing individual work with students outside the class 
period, such as that involved in makeup for absence 
or extra help for those who need it (5.3) 
Directing publications such as the school yearbook, maga-
zine or newspaper (5.3) 
Conducting study hall (5.2) 
Acting as faculty manager or director of athletics (5.1) 
Sponsoring clubs or other organized group activities 
which meet during the school day (other than those 
otherwise mentioned) (5.0) 
Participating in faculty meetings, curriculum workshop, 
and similar activity (4.9) 
Conducting or chaperoning evening social or athletic 
events (4.9) 
Taking professional courses; doing professional reading, 
and attending teacherst conventions (4.8) 
Doing committee work such as that involved in participa-
tion in the administration of the school (4.8) 
Participating in parent-'teacher association or other 
community, civic, or social work (4.8) 
Coaching boys' varsity interscholastic sports (4.8) 
Teaching one period of a double period class, such as in 
laboratory or shop (4.7) 
Conducting homeroom or group guidance (4.6) 
Holding conferences with parents (4e5) 
Coaching girls' sports (4.5) 
Sponsoring student government organizations such as the 
student council (4.5) 
Conducting intramural sports (4.2) 
Teaching a duplicate section when one is assigned two 
or more classes in the same subject (4.1) 
Doing individual guidance counseling involving student 
problems, such as choosing one's vocation, electing 
courses, and personal and family difficulties (4.0) 
Teaching an average class in one's subject field (3.8) 
Teaching a small class in one's subject field (3.1) 
Teaching a bright class where the native ability to 
learn and the acquired achievement in the field are 
distinctly above average (3.0). 
The relative wearing effect of common groups of activi-
ties.-- When considering activities involved in actual teach-
ing, the type of class one teaches appears extremely import-
ant in how wearing the teaching of that .class will be. This 
group of nine factors contained four of the least wearing ac-
tivities: teaching a bright class, teaching a small class, 
teaching an average class (the three least wearing), and 
teaching a duplicate section. It also contains three of the 
most wearing activities: teaching a class for which one is 
·not qualified·, teaching a dull class (the two most wearing), 
and teaching a heterogeneous class. It is to be noted that 
teaching a class which is not one's preference or for which 
one lacks suitable preparation, has a mean score 1.8 scale 
units above 5.5, the upper level of the average wearing ac-
tivities and 0.8 of a unit above the next most wearing ac-
tivity. 
It may be concluded that there is a positive correlation 
between the size of a class and its wearing effect, and a 
negative correlation between the brightness of the pupils in 
the class and its wearing effect. 
The group of. activities directly related to teaching 
contains two of the most wearing activities: preparing grades 
and correcting paper work. While a majority of the ~­
teaching activities are average wearing, supervising students 
outside the classroom is among the most wearing activities, 
and doing individual counseling is among the least wearing 
activities. The co-curricular activities seem much more 
alike in wearing effect than any of the other three groups 
just described. The only activity not considered average 
wearing, was coaching intramurals, which was among the least 
wearing activities. 
The influence of various factors on the relative wearing 
effect of the activities.-- In general the sex of the teacher 
appeared to have little effect on the wearing effect of the 
activities. Only four of the 32 activities seem worth noting 
in this respect. All four seemed more wearing for women than 
men. These are: coaching boys' sports, preparing grades, 
conducting study hall, and ·conducting or chaperoning evening 
social events. Men appear to consider actual teaching in the 
classroom slightly more wearing than women. Co-curricular 
activities in general seem slightly more wearing on women 
than men. 
~ does not appear to be an important factor in the 
wearing effect of teaching activities. Only six of the 32 
activities showed significant differences. Five of these 
affected the older teachers. Preparing grades and coaching 
girls' sports appeared more wearing on older women teachers. 
Conducting detention seemed more wearing for all older 
teachers. Directing athletics and sponsoring student govern-
ment organizations, appeared less wearing on older men teach-
ers. Coaching boys' sports seems less wearing on younger men 
teachers. Actual teaching seems slightly more wearing for 
younger teachers. Co-curricular activities seem slightly 
more wearing for middle aged teachers. 
Professional preparation does not appear to have any no-
ticeable influence on wearing effect. Only three of the ac-
tivities showed variations that should be noted. The bache-
lors group found coaching girls' sports and sponsoring stu-
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dent government organizations more wearing. Actual teaching 
and activities directly related to teaching, appear slightly 
more wearing for those teachers with less professional prep-
aration. Co-curricular activities seem slightly more wear-
ing on teachers with more professional preparation. 
No definite trend fs apparent that wearing effect is in-
fluenced by the size of the school. Activities having vari-
ations that should be noted, include: teaching double period 
subjects and duplicate sections, which appear slightly more 
wearing to teachers in smaller schools; coaching girls' 
sports, which appears less wearing in larger schools; and co-
curricular activities, which appear slightly more wearing in 
smaller schools. 
Thew earing effect of teaching in the various subject 
fields seems quite consistent. Industrial Arts appear a 
little more wearing and Physical Education a little less wear-
ing than the other fields. Teaching large classes appears 
more wearing in Home Economics, Industrial Arts, and Art. 
Teaching small classes seems easiest in Business subjects. 
Teaching bright pupils, dull pupils, and correcting papers, 
appear less wearing in Art classes. Teaching in fields for 
which one is not qualified, seems more difficult in Music and 
Art. Class preparation seems easier in Music. Individual 
work with students appears less wearing in Music and Art and 
more wearing in Business. Parent conferences seem less wear-
ing for Music teachers and more wearing for Physical Educa-
tion teachers. Preparing grades is less wearing in Mathe-
matics, Business and Physical Education. 
:2JJ.:S 
The time of day that an activity occurs, seems important 
in determining the wearing effect of that activity. The per-
1ods that seem extra wearing, in order of difficulty, are: 
last period in the day, after school, period after lunch, 
evening,· and period before lunch. 
As a result of comments by the participating teachers, 
some slight additions to activities would be appropriate. 
Teaching a dull class might also have included. teaching a 
class of uncooperative students, or a separate activity 
might have been established for this. ttActive membership in 
professional organizations,tt might have been added to the 
professional activity factor. Teaching several consecutive 
periods and moving from room to room, should be recognized 
as adding to wearing effect. 
3. Compari~on to Previous Wearing Effect Study 
Because of t~e importance attached to the relative wear-
ing effect of 1/e. activities composing teacher load in 
Clark's study, it would be well to compare his results with 
l/Leonard Clark, The Relative Wearing Effect of Certain Acti-
vities in Teaching Load, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, 
Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts, 1953. 
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those of the writer's study. 
Agreement.--
1. Most teaching-load activities are about equally wear-YY ing. 
2. Some do vary considerably from the average and, there-
YY fore, wearing effect should be taken into account. 
3. Teaching a class for which one lacks qualifications 
is the most wearing activity. Correcting papers, 
teaching a dull class, and teaching a large class are 
YEI 
among the most wearing activities. 
4. Directing publications and sponsoring dramatics are 
. 1}8/ 
above average wear~ng. 
2/w 5. Counseling is among the least wearing activities. 
6. The size of the school, and the sex, age, professional 
preparation, and subject field of the teacher, do not 
have much influence on the wearing effect of teaching-
.!1/g/ 
load activities. 
Disagreement.--
1. Preparing grades and reports, supervising students 
1/Ibid., p. 32. 
yPp. 144-148.. 
2/Clark, p. 32. 
y'Pp. 144-48 and 208-211. 
.:VClark, p. 132. 
2./Pp. 146 -14 7. 
1/Clark, p. 133. 
yp. 155. 
2/Clark, p. 134. 
.!.Q/P. 147 • 
!!/Clark, p. 326. 
WFP- 212-215. 
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outside of the classroom, and teaching a heterogene-
ous class, were found by the writer to be among the y 
most wearing activities. Clark found the first two 
?/ 
average wearing and did not include teaching a heter-
ogeneous class among his teaching-load activities. 
2. Clark found coaching boys' varsity sports as among 
21 
the most wearing activities, while the writer found 
11 it average wearing. 
3. The writer found class preparation and conducting de-§/ 
tention as above average wearing, while Clark found 
. E/ . 
the latter average wearing, and included the former 
11 
with teaching. 
4. The writer found teaching bright pupils, small classes, 
average classes, duplicate sections, and conducting 
intramurals, to be among the least wearing activi-
Y 
ties, while Clark found these to be average wear-
Y ing. 
5. Clark found faculty meetings, participation in com-
munity functions, professional reading, and committee 
yP. 146<. 
yclark, p. 133. 
2IC1ark, p. 133. 
ifP. 147. 
§/Pp. 151-SB. 
.&/Clark, p. 129. 
.z/Clark, p .. 132. 
yP. 147. 
2/Clark, pp. 130-131. 
work, t b th 1 t . t• •t• !I o e among e eas wear~ng ac ~v~ ~es 1 
while the writer found these activities average 
wearing.:?:/ 
Differences in procedure.--
!. Clark does not include consecutive periods of teach-
ing, the floating teacher, and the time of day of 
the activity as teaching-load factors. 
2. Clark includes the teaching of a class and the prep-
aration for it, as one activity while the writer be-
lieves these activities should be considered separ-
ately. 
3. As the activity becomes more wearing the mean scores 
in Clark's study become smaller while in the writer's 
they become larger. 
4. The writer included 32 faetors in his study. It is 
his considered judgment that this was as large a num-
ber of items as would permit discrimination among 
them. Clark's study included double that number. 
Many of these added factors appear to take little 
time and were rated as less wearing. This caused 
other activities to be rated more wearing, giving a 
lower positive correlation between the studies in 
!/Clark, p. 134. 
g!Pp .. 154-155. 
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regard to the less wearing activities. 
5. Clark's study was carried on by mail, with a large 
percentage of non-respondents, both by whole schools 
and teachers from responding schools. The writer 
met directly with the staffs and secured practically 
100 per cent participation. 
4. Limitations 
1. The results of this study are based upon the opinions 
of high school teachers in Bastern Massachusetts and 
therefore may not be applicable in schools outside 
this area. 
2. This study is confined to teachers in senior-high 
schools and the results are not truly applicable to 
grades below this level. 
3. The contributions of the responding teachers reflect 
opinions only, and may not truly indicate the actual 
wearing effect. 
4. The respondents may have been rating their attitude 
toward an activity rather than the wearing effect of 
the activity itself. 
5. The rating of the teaching-load factors by the re-
spondents was done at the end of the school day. 
The time of day may have affected the ratings. 
6. The respondents had varying amounts of experience 
with each teaching-load factor. Added experience 
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may have increased the wearing effect of an activity 
for some and lessened it·for others. 
7. Variations existed for the respondent in the distance 
in time between the actual performance of an activity 
and the rating of its wearing effect. Some may have 
remembered the more pleasant aspects and would rate 
the activity less wearing after a time lapse while 
just the opposite situation may have been true for 
others. 
5. Suggestions for Further Research 
Consideration of teaching load has been greatly neglect-
ed7 perhaps because of the emphasis at present on teacher 
salaries and the increase in duties and responsibilities of 
administrators and teachers in general. What has been done 
is in the nature of time studies or too rigid formulas 7 
which only do part of the task, since they do not take into 
account the wearing effect of the various activities com-
posing the teacher's job. In order to give wearing effect 
the emphasis it should have, and to make best use of this 
method of measuring teaching load, the following areas are 
suggested for further research: 
1. Validation of the ·wearing effect coefficients by 
further studies in other geographical areas and/or 
types of schools. 
2. Validation of the wearing effect coefficients by 
further studies using other methods. The writer is 
also much interested in a method which would have 
the participants put activities in various wearing 
effect categories, rather than rank them in order. 
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3. Study of the time spent on various teaching-load ac-
tivities, together with the desirability of estab-
lishing limit allowances for certain of the activities 
and standardizing the allowances themselves. 
4. Study of the effect of such factors as: personality 
of the teacher, physical facilities, school organi-
zation, and time of day. 
5. Further study of desirable class size with a view 
toward making better use of the master and cadet 
teacher idea. 
6. Use of the technique to aid in measuring teacher load 
in school systems and analysis of the results. 
7. Studies of how various schools have equalized teacher 
loads. 
8. Study of how administrative routine and other extra 
teaching activity may be cut down. 
APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
THE INQUIRY FORM 
INQUIRY CONCERNING 
TBE RELATIVE WEARING EFFECT OF THE VARIOUS ACTIVITIES COMPOSING THE 
TEACHING LOAD IN THREE-YEAR SENIOR-HIGH SCHOOLS 
by 
Stanley L. Clement, Principal Braintree High School, Braintree, Mass. 
I. Data .for Identificat~on, Classi.fication, and Col)lp_arison 
A. Concerning yourself 
1. Your name 
2. Your age group 
( )7. Up to 30 years ( ) b. 31 to 5o years ( ) c • .OVer 
50 years 
3. Your sex ( ) Male ( ) Female 
-
4. Your professional preparation 
5. 
{ ) a. No degree ( ) e. Special Certificate 
(Please specify) 
( ) b. Bachelorf s degree 
( ) c. Nastert s degree ( ) £. Other 
(Please specify) 
( ) d; Doctor's degree 
For the subject fields listed below please 
a. Encircle the numeral 1 if you have 15 or more semester 
hours credit in the field. Include both graduate and 
undergraduate courses. 
b. Encircle the numeral 2 to indicate the field or fields 
in which you are now teaching. 
c. Encircle the numeral 3 to indicate the field or fields 
in which you have had 5 or more years teaching experience 
including this year. 
1 2 3 a. English 1 2 3 g • Homemaking 
1 2 .3 b. Social St~dies l 2 3 h. Industrial Arts 
1 2 3 c. Science 1 2 3 i. Art 
~ 2 .3 d. Matheina.tics 1 2 3 j. Music 
1 2 3 e. Foreign Language 1 2 3 k. Physical Education 
1 2 3 .f. BUsiness or 1 2 3 1. Other (Please 
Commercial specify) 
II. (J()ncerning Your Teaching Load 
-
A. Please indicate your teaching assigmnents during a typical week 
including duties involved in instructional as well as non-instruc-
tional and oe-ourricula activities. Under .the appr()priate headings 
indicate the size o£ the group., number of periods a week, and type 
of student in terms of the native ability to learn and the acquired 
achievement in the field. If the latter is an average group. 
encircle the A1 if a Dull group encircle the D 1 if a Bright group 
encircle the B1 and if a Heterogeneous group encircle the H. 
Name of GrouE Siz.e Number of Periods TzPE: of Student 
- a Week 
A D B H 
A D B li 
A D B H 
A D B H 
A D B H 
A D B H 
A D B H 
A D B H 
A D B H 
B. Please indicate any activity for which you receive extra pa.y 
including the amount • 
Activity Amount 
1.--------
2.--------
0. Do you believe that teaching activities of any and all kinds are 
more wearing at particular periods of the day 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If yes please indicate 
( ) 1. First period ( ) 5. After school 
( ) 2. Period before lunch ( ) 6. Evening 
( ) 3• Period after lunch ( ) 7. Other (please speoi£.1) 
( ) 4. Last period, 
III. Relative Wearing Ef.fect of Teacher Activities 
Directions.- A teacher activity is printed on each o.f the enclosed slips. 
A. Please read each slip and discard those concerning activities in 
which you have not had enough experience to .feel well acquainted 
with the activity. Discard those about which you have any doub-t. 
B • Next arrange the remaining slips in the order corresponding to 
your feeling of the wearing ef.fect on you if each activity were 
indulged in :for ·the same length of time (one hour or one clas8 
period). 
Ranking will be easier i:f you first place the slips in three piles-" 
most wearing~ average wearin~, and least wearin~ • Then in each 
group the activities may be ranked from most wearing to least wear-
ing. . 
C • Now number the slips in the order of the w:ea;oing effect numbering 
the most wearing number 1, the next most wearing number 2, and so 
on untU all of the slips have been numbered. The number of the 
activity you rate least wearing should be the same as the number of 
slips you have rated. 
D. Please :fasten the slips together with the elastic band and turn in· 
With your inquiry form. 
Note.- Wearing effect should not be thought of in terms o£ the amount 
of time invol.ved in an activ:i.ty but rather the strain or what it takes 
out of a person mentally, emotionally, or physically. Consideration 
should be given tO the disagreeableness, the boredom, and how tired 
it makes a person. 
Be sure to rank each activity in terms of the wearing effect if:,· 
indulged in for the same length of time. If it is a long activity sueh 
as one tald.ng a double period, consider only the time o£ one period. 
I£ the time involved is somewhat less than a standard period, consider 
the activity repeated enough tiines to aake the total time equal to one 
period. . 
The number and type of pupils involved in a class or activity 
may greatly affect the 'wearing e.ffect. To make comparisons more valid 
assume the number and type ·of puplls to be C91lStant unless othel'Wi&e 
indicated or implied in the definitio~ of the activity. 
Do not spend too nmch time on one activity; your first choice 
will usually be the be~t. , · 
IV ill Additional Information 
A. Af'ter ranking the various teaching load factors described in eection 
III;t please indicate additional factors which you feel are a part 
of the teacher' s job. · 
B • COllllOOnt on the study is most welcome. 
APPENDIX B 
SAMPLES OF TEACHING-LOAD FACTOR CARDS USED IN THE RATING 
( ) 15e Holding conferences with 
parents. 
( ) 17. Doing individual guidance 
counseling involving student 
problems such as choosing 
onets vocation, electing 
courses, and personal and 
family difficulties. 
( ) 29. Directing publications 
such as the school yearbook, 
magazine, or newspaper. 
C ) 2. Teaching a duplicate section 
\'llhen you are assigned two or 
more classes in the same 
subject. Example.-- The 
second of two classes in 
Algebra I. 
( ) 9. Teaching a class in a field I 
which is not your preference! 
or for which you lac,k suit- i 
able preparation. : 
. - -· ,./ 
( ) 11. Doing individual work with 
students outs1de the class 
period such as that involved 
in makeup for absence or extra 
help for those who need it. 
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APPBNJiJIX C 
LE'ITER SENT TO TEACHERS PARTICIPATING IN RELIABILITY. CHBCK 
- ~i.. ~ 
Dear 
43 Mt. Vernon West 
East Weymouth 89 
Massachusetts 
I sincerely appreciated your recent assistance in the 
study of the wearing effect of the various factors making 
up teacher load. 
In planning the stuqy a question arose concerning whether 
teachers would rate the factors the same way on two different 
occasions. In order to establish reliability it has been 
suggested that a sample of the respondents rate the factors a 
second time. I would appreciate your being able to ~o this. 
Having done the rating once the process should be much 
easier. The page of directions hae been enclosed should there 
be any question. 
A self-addressed envelope has been enclosed for return 
of the cards. The discards may be thrown away. Please .return 
the top card for identification. 
May I thank you again for your co-operation. 
Sincerely, 
Stanley L. Clement, Principal 
Braintree High School 
Braintree, Massachusetts 
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APPENDIX D 
SAMPLE OF TABULATION SHE.BT 
(adapted) 
Teacher Activity Number School Subject 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 •••••••.• 31 32 Size Field 
1 43 11 36 80 33 67 ••..••••• 49 47 L I 
2 37 71 33 49 28 . . . . . . . . . M SS S M 
3 57 54 60 51 67 . . . . . . . . . L ss 
4 50 47 76 44 ......... 14 L s 
5 38 59 14 41 34 . . . . . . . . . 71 s Mus 
6 41 50 34 71 .......... 29 L I 
7 45 83 ........... L s M 
8 21 37 34 12 ......... 73 79 L I 
9 49 48 32 90 10 78 57 .••..... . 46 41 s I 
10 41 31 13 22 . . . . . . . . . 35 M B 
11 31 59 44 41 51 46 .. - •.•••• 73 38 s M 
12 52 48 55 88 66 50 12 ........ . 57 69 s I 
.•...•.....•.....•.......••..... -................•..•....••... 
. ~ . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
22 35 67 45 47 33 48 30 39 23 L s 
Total 
Sheets were ruled off to be used the long way. 
Teacher numbers were used as a code and also appeared on the 
packet of rating cards and the inquiry form. 
Activity numbers correspond to those on the rating cards. 
School size - L large school, M medium school, S small school. 
This enabled easy identification of school-size teacher groups. 
Subject fie.lds - E .English, SS Social Studies, S Science, 
M Mathematics, L Language, B Business, H Homemaking, I Indus-
trial Arts, A Art, Mus Music, P Physical Education. 
When posting rating scores, the decimal point was omitted to 
save time. The column of ratings for each activity was added 
and the sum divided by the number of teachers rating this ac-
tivity, in order to secure the mean rating. The decimal 
point was then reinserted. 
APPENDIX E 
MEASURING TEACHER LOAD. 
Introduction.-- Teaching load has been defined as the 
sum total of the. burden of the duties, both instructional and 
non-instructional, that directly relate to a given teaching 
position.!/ Any atte~pt to establish a device for measuring 
teacher load, must take into account both the time involved 
and the wearing effect of the various factors making up the 
z! 
teacher's job.- Not only must acknow1edgment be given to 
wearing effect, but it should be recognized that this wearing 
effect will differ for different activities, different teach-
ers, and different schools. 3/ · 
Attempts to measure teacher load have usually involved y §/ 
time studies and formulas. The former may reveal the act-
ual. amount of time teachers spend on their jobs, show the 
variance in time requirements for various subject fields, for 
subjects within a field, and for other component parts of the 
v teacher's job. ·However, time studies have the disadvantage 
i/Pp. 16-17. 4/Pp .. ~w:-39. 
2/P. 11. §/Pp. 39-73. 
3/P. 16 .. ~Pp. 36-37. 
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of different standards in accounting for time, lack of con-
sideration for the type of pupils or size of groups involved, 
and, especially, the neglect of consideration of the wearing 
effect of the various activities. 
Formulas may overcome some of these disadvantages by the 
use of suitable coefficients, which allow for variance in 
number of classes taught, class size, teaching in various 
subject fields, number of preparations, duplicate sections, 
and time spent in extra-class activity. However, formulas 
are usually incomplete, leaving out many teaching-~oad fac-
tors, often placing too many factors under one heading, and y 
failing to recognize the importance of wearing effect. 
Usually they are inflexible, and not adapted to use on a com-
parable basis in different school situations or with differ-
ent teachers. 
The writer feels that measuring teacher load should em-
phasize three things: 
1. Time involved in activities directly related to the 
teaching job 
2. Wearing effect of these activities 
3. Flexibility to enable adaptation to varying school 
situations and different teachers • 
.The steps.-- The following six steps are proposed for 
YPp. 72-73. 
the measurement of teacher load in a given school: 
1. Agreement by the staff on the activities that compose 
teacher load for that school and the establishment of 
time limits for each where necessary 
2. Agreement by the staff on the wearing effect of these 
activities, with a range of coefficients to allow for 
adaptation to different teachers and varying condi-
tions 
3. Recording of the time spent in the various activities 
by each teacher within limits established by the staff 
4. Assigning and recording appropriate wearing effect 
coefficients for each of the activities for each 
teacher 
5. Multiplying of the time involved by the wearing ef-
fect coefficient assigned for each activity of each 
teacher 
6. Addition of the products for the total teacher load 
of each teacher. 
It is to be noted that this process cannot be carried 
on by administrators working in their offices, but involves 
participation by the entire staff in determining standards 
and accepting results. If the school faculty is small, per-
haps 15 or less, the necessary work should involve meetings 
of the staff as a committee of the whole. When the staff is 
larger, it may be best for this work to be done by a committee 
or committees (part of teaching load for committee members), 
with regular reports and confirmation or suggested revision 
by the whole staff. Membership on such a committee should 
be established on a democratic basis with regular rotation. 
Terms should be for at least three years to gain maximum ad-
vantage from experience. A committee of six might have two 
members chosen each year. Administrators would be involved 
as ex-officio members. 
While the work of such a committee might be excessive 
when the first standards were set up, annual revision would 
be far less arduous. Participation by teachers will be of 
mutual advantage. They will get a better understanding of 
the problems involved in assignment of teacher load, while 
the administration will gain a clearer picture of teachers' 
attitude toward their jobs. 
Step 1. Agreement by the staff of a school on the activi-
ties that compose teacher load for that school and the estab-
lishment of a time limit for each where necessary.-- The list 
of activities as suggested by the writer may be used for the 
basic framework. Some may need to be divided, some eliminated 
and others added. Sub-activities might be listed under each 
main heading. The following discussion illustrates how this 
might be done for a given school. An important part of this 
step would be the establishment of appropriate or maximum time 
allowances for various activities not definitely determined by 
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the school time schedule. 
1. Teaching an average class in one's subject field. 
The various subject fields and separate subjects 
taught in each field would be listed and each teach-
Y 
er's program recorded on the appropriate form. 
2. Teaching a duplicate section. The number QI dupli-
cate sections would be identified for each teacher. 
3. Teaching a double period class. These classes would 
be lis.ted. 
4. Teaching a large class. Standards for average, large, 
and small classes would be agreed upon. Perhaps 
these might be based on the writer's recommendations. 
y 
These suggest an average class size of 20-25 for Eng-
lish, language, science, mathematics, and art; 25-30 
for social.studies and business; 15-20 for industrial 
arts and home economics; and 30-40 for physical edu-
cation. Variations within a field may be noted. For 
example, in business an average bookkeeping class 
might be established of from 20 to 25, while an aver-
age typewriting class might be 30 to 35. Large 
classes would be identified for each teacher. 
5. ·Teaching a small class. Small classes would be iden-
YP. 248 .. 
yPp. 102-103. 
tified on the basis described in item 4. 
6. Teaching a heterogeneous class where there is a·wide 
range in native ability to learn the subject and/or 
acquired achievement in the subject. Such classes 
would be identified with the help of the teacher con-
cerned if necessary. 
7. Teaching a bright class where the native ability to 
learn and the acquired achievement in the field are 
distinctly above average. This would be treated as 
in number 6. · 
8. Teaching a dull class where the native ability to 
learn and the acquired achievement in the field are 
distinctly below average. This would also be treated 
as in number 6. 
9. Teaching in a field which is not one's preference or 
for which one lacks suitable preparation. In most 
schools this factor will not apply, but isolated cases 
should be identified with the teacher's help. This 
factor might be divided into two parts. 
10. Doing class preparation outside the class period, in-
cluding lesson planning, providing for group activity 
and individual differences, preparing tests and pro-
jects, as well as securing, arranging and caring for 
equipment and supplies. This activity may need to be 
further defined or divided. Handling equipment and 
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supplies might be a separate activity. It is within 
this activity that the number of subject preparations 
would be taken care, of, as well as the varying time 
necessary for the preparation of different subjects. 
It would be best to establish limits for this activi-
ty, perhaps five hours a week, with additional time 
for each additional preparation. Since preparation 
time indicated by each teacher is reviewed by a 
faculty committee, it is unlikely that there would be 
excess padding. 
11. Doing individual work with students outside the class 
period, such as that involved in makeup work for ab-
sence or extra help for those who need it. Limits 
would need to be established·here also. Again, five 
hours a week might be a good figure. Many conscien-
tious teachers put in much more than that, while 
others spend very little time in this activity. This 
would be pretty well known by the faculty committee. 
12. Correcting papers, tests, projects, notebooks, and 
similar work involved in checking pupil progress. 
Time limits here might be set at five hours a week, 
or possibly more. 
13. Conducting study hall. Various study halls should be 
identified as to size, type of pupil, and conditions. 
14. Conducting homeroom or group guidance. A more defin-
ite time may be established here. If the homeroom 
period is only a short one of ten minutes or so a 
day, where devotions, announcements, and taking at-
tendance occupy most of the time, a limit of one and 
one-half to two hours would cover both the homeroom 
and preparation for it. If a longer homeroom period 
or guidance time is involved, with an organized pro-
gram to be carried out, then this limit should be 
raised. 
15. Holding conferences with parents. This factor may 
not be considered in some schools, but may be quite 
definite in others. A limit may not be quite as 
necessary. 
16. Preparing marks or grades, rank cards, reports, and 
clerical work. This may need further definition. It 
may be felt that preparing grades should be separated 
from other clerical work. If homeroom teachers keep 
registers, it must be decided whether this should be 
considered under the homeroom activity or as clerical 
work. A limit again may be appropriate, maybe three 
hours a week would be sufficient. 
17. Doing guidance counseling involving student problems 
such as choosing onets vocation, electing courses, 
and personal and family difficulties. Distinction 
should be made here between giving help in a subject 
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matter field as compared to counseling involving more 
personal problems. This activity and number 11 might 
be considered under one heading, unless teachers are 
also assigned part-time counseling, in which case the 
time limit would depend on the amount of time assigned 
a week. 
18. Supervising students outside the classroom, before 
school, at noon, or after school, in the corridors, 
on playgrounds, in the cafeteria, or in the gymn~sium. 
The time assigned will be quite definite, but allow-
ances should be made fox variations in size and type 
of group. 
19. Conducting a detention room. This would be treated 
like number 18. 
20. Participating in faculty meetings, curriculum work-
shop and similar activity. This may be more accurate-
ly defined in terms of the organization of the facul-
ty. It might include both attendance at meetings and 
active participation in the planning and conduct. 
The latter would need a greater time allowance. Meet-
ings might be of the entire staff, subject departments, 
grade level, cabinet, department heads, etc., depend-
ing on the organization of the school. The time al-
lowance may have several levels depending on the num-
ber of meetings a year and the degree of participa-
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tion. The work of department heads, curriculum 
chairman, and such positions, may be included under 
tbis item. 
21. Taking professional courses, doing professional read-
ing, attending teachers' conventions, and active par-
ticipation in professional organizations. The latter 
may be defined more accurately as to the actual or-
ganization or professional activity involved. Time 
limits again would be appropriate. 
22. Doing committee work. such as that involved in partici-
pation in the administration of the school. This 
might be included in number 20. The committees in• 
volved should be listed and time allowances set. 
23. Participating in PTA activity or other community civic 
or social work. This activity will vary greatly and 
quite a lot of latitude in time allowance should be 
made. Activities appropriate to a given school in a 
given community, may be listed for which time limits 
may eventually become quite definite. 
24. Coaching boys' varsity sports. The sports should be 
listed and weekly time allowances established for 
each. 
25. Conducting intramural sports. This may be treated 
like number 24. 
26. Coaching girls' sports. This also may be treated 
like number 24. 
27. Acting as faculty manager or director of athletics. 
Weekly time allowances for this activity may become 
standardized after some experience. 
28. Sponsoring student government organizations such as 
the student council. The organizations should be 
identified and time allowances established. 
29. Directing publications such as the school yearbook, 
magazine, or newspaper. This may be treated like 
number 28. 
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30. Coaching dramatics, debating, speaking, or preparing 
for assemblies. This activity may be treated like 
number 28. Preparing for.assemblies or other special 
programs will tend to become standardized with experi-
ence. 
31. Sponsoring clubs or other organized group activities 
which meet during the school day and are not already 
covered. These should be listed and allowances estab-
lished. Maybe co-curricular activities might be all 
handled under one heading with listing and time allow-
ances. 
32. Conducting or chaperoning evening social or athletic 
events. Distinction should be made between chaperon-
ing and conducting, which would involve advance plan-
ning and checking up following the event. The size 
and type of the affair will need to be identified 
and time allowances established. 
An opportunity should be provided for a teacher to list 
any activities that do not appear to be covered. These may 
be reviewed and assigned value as considered appropriate by 
the staff committee. 
Step 2. Agreement by the staff on the wearing. effect of 
the activities which compose teacher load with a range of co-
efficients to allow for adaptation to different teachers and 
varying conditions,-- The establishment of the coefficients 
for the wearing effect of the various activities which make 
up the teaching load, might have been done by the school 
staff at the same.time the activities themselves were agreed 
upon and the limits set for time allowances. However, the 
writer feels that this process is the most important part of 
the whole procedure, and should receive special emphasis, at 
least the first time the procedure is used. 
Because the wearing effect of an activity will differ 
with different individuals under different conditions, the 
writer does not believe that the coefficients should be rigid, 
but should be adapted to the conditions and personalities in-
volved. For that reason, a range of coefficients is recom-
mended, with the local staff, or its special committee, de-
termining which ones to apply to a given case. 
In this study a ten point scale was used with five as 
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the midpoint designating the most nearly average wearing ac-
tivity. Average wearing activities far outnumber those ex-
cessively more wearing or less wearing. The writer has 
doubled the mean scores involved to make for easier multipli-
cation. This gives the average wearing activity a value of 
ten (10). This enables coefficients to be stated in whole 
numbers, making them easier to understand and use. The aver-
age range is two units, from one above to one below the coef-
ficient derived from the mean score of the ratings for an ac-
tivity. Where these ratings showed greater deviation, the 
range has been increased to three or even four units, but 
never more than two above or two below, which would be only 
one unit on the original ten point scale. It is to be noted 
that using 10 as a mean score really multiplies each activity 
by 10. Although this makes larger figures, they are easier 
to handle since the decimal point is unnecessary. For any 
who desire, this mean score may also be treated as 1.0 by the 
movement of the decimal point one place to the left. 
The coefficients stated in Table 38 are based upon the 
ratings of the teachers who participated in the study. Nota-
tions are made where the ratings suggest the use of the range, 
with plus (+) indicating greater wearing effect and minus (-) 
less wearing effect. 
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Table 38. Coefficients of Wearing Effect for the Various 
Activities Composing the Teaching Load 
---~------~----------------------------------------------------Teaching-Load Activity Wearing Effect 
Coefficient 
(1) (2) 
1. Teaching an average class....... 8 
Industrial Arts + 
Physical Education -
2. Teaching duplicate section...... 8 
Small schools + 
3. Teaching double period subject.. 9 
Small schools + 
4~ Teaching large class............ 11 
Industrial Arts, + Home 
Economics +, Art + 
5. Teaching small class............ 6 
Business -
6. Teaching heterogeneous class.... 11 
7. Teaching bright class........... 6 
Art -
8. Teaching dull class............. 13 
Art -
9. Teaching class for which one 
lacks suitable preparation...... 15 
Music +, Art + 
10. Class preparation............... 11 
Music -
11. Individual student help......... 11 
Business +, Music -, Art -
12. Correcting papers............... 12 
Art -
13. Conducting study hall........... 10 
Women + 
14. Conducting homeroom or group 
guidance........................ 9 
15. Holding conferences with parents 9 
Music -, Physical Education + 
16. Preparing grades and reports.... 12 
Women +, Older Teachers +, 
Holders of bachelor's degrees ~ 
Mathematics -, Business -, 
Physical Education -
17. Individual student counseling... 8 
18. Supervising students about the 
building outside the classroom... 12 
(concluded on next page) 
Range of 
Coefficients 
(3) 
7 to 9 
7 to 9 
8 to 11 
10 to 12 
5 to 7 
9 to 13 
5 to 7 
12 to 15 
14 to 16 
10 to 12 
10 to 12 
11 to 13 
. 8 to 12 
8 to 10 
8 to 10 
10 to 13 
7 to 9 
10 to 13 
Table 38. (concluded) 
Teaching-Load Activity Wearing Effect 
Coefficient 
(1) (2) 
19. Conducting detention........... 11 
20. Participating in faculty meet-
ings and other workshop activi-
ty .. ............................ . 
21. Taking professional courses 
and similar activity ••••••••••• 
22. Doing committee work •.••..•..•• 
23. Participating in PTA or other 
community activity ••.•••••••••• 
24. Coaching boyst varsity sports •• 
Women +, Younger men -
25. Conducting intramural sports .•. 
26. Coaching girlst sports •••.•.••• 
Larger schools -, 
Holders of master's degrees + 
27. Acting as director of athletics 
Older men -
28. Sponsoring student government 
organizations •...•••••.••••.••. 
Holders of master's degrees + 
Older men -
29. Directing school publications •. 
30. Coaching dramatics, speaking 
and preparing for assemblies ••• 
31. Sponsoring clubs during school 
day .... .......................... .. 
32. Conducting or chaperoning 
evening events ••••.••..••••...• 
Women + 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
9 
9 
10 
9 
11 
11 
10 
10 
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Range of 
Coefficients 
(3) 
10 to 13 
8 to 11 
8 to 11 
9 to 11 
9 to 11 
7 to 11 
7 to 10 
8 to 11 
9 to 12 
7 to 10 
8 to 12 
8 to 12 
8 to 12 
8 to 12 
The following coefficients to correct for time of day of 
the activity are suggested: 
Period before lunch 
Period after lunch 
or split lunch 
add 1 
add 2 
Last period 
After school 
add 4 
add 1 
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The following coefficients are suggested to correct for 
consecutive classes and floating teachers: 
Teaching consecutive periods 
for each period over 2 
Floating te~cher 
for each additional room taught in 
add 1 
add 1 
The result of staff work in steps 1 and 2 should be du-
plicated and made available to the entire staff. 
In determining the final wearing effect coefficient for 
a given activity for a teacher, the corrections would be added 
and/or subtracted from the original coefficient. For example, 
the original coefficient might be 8 and the corrections +2, 
+1 and -1. The final coefficient would be 10. Corrections 
for time of day 1 consecutive periods of teaching, and the 
floating teacher, may be applied directly. For type of class 
the difference in coefficients may be added or subtracted. 
For example, teaching a given class might have a coefficient 
of 8. It might be a small class with coefficient 6 and a 
dull class with coefficient 12. The final result would be 10. 
(8 - 6 = 2) (12 - 8 = 4) (8 - 2 + 4 = 10). 
Recording data and mathematical computation.--
Step 3. Recording of the time spent in the various activi-
ties by each teacher within limits established by the staff. 
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Teachers themselves may be asked to indicate how much time 
they spend on various activities. Since they are actually 
performing the activity, this procedure is appropriate. This 
should not be done by keeping track of one 1 s duties for just 
one week, but rather an estimation should be made, using 
several weeks if necessary, of how much time would be spent 
per week, if the total time devoted to the activity in a 
school year were divided by the number of weeks in the year. 
This keeps the week as a base unit, but at the same time com-
pensates for seasonal or one affair activities, as well as 
for variations in concentration during the year. Some activi-
ties take place only part of a year. Others meet only one 
or two times a month. Preparing grades is heaviest at sup-
plementary report or rank card time,and clerical work at the 
end of the year. 
It is suggested that times be recorded in minutes. This 
will eliminate the complication compounded by the use of frac-
tions necessary if hours were considered the base. To be sure, 
the scores will be large, but relativity will be even more no-
ticeable. If desired, the times may be divided by 60 to 
transfer to hours. 
Since all times are checked by the staff committee, 
teachers will not be likely to over estimate, count the same 
time twice, or pad the time actually spent. This time study_ 
will also have the advantage of showing both administrators 
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and teachers themselves where too much or too little time is 
being spent on certain activities. 
rhe time allowances worked out in step 1 will be used 
here to help prevent undue emphasis on the time put in. 
While it is simple to assign average time allowances, this 
would not provide for individual differences and would tend 
to distort the whole picture. 
Where the school time schedule determines the time for 
certain activities, a suggested form is shown on the follow-
ing page (Form A). 
For teaching-load activities where the time is indefin-
ite, a different form would be used such as shown on page 
249 (Form B). This form would be given to the teacher con-
cerned to fill out the times involved, and other data, except 
wearing effect coefficients and, of course, teaching-load 
scores. The form has opportunity for the recording of any 
teaching-load activity not already included. 
Step 4. Assigning and recording appropriate wearing effect 
coefficients for each of the activities for each teacher, 
Step 5. Multiplying of the time involved by the wearing effect 
coefficient assigned for each activity of each teacher, Step 
6. Addition of the products for the total teacher load of each 
teacher. ~ssigning and recording wearing effect coefficients, 
multiplying the time involved by the wearing effect coeffi-
cients, and the addition of the products to determine total 
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Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignment Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
Load 
Score 
or Effect Corrections 
ActivityCoefficient ~ 
Wearing in 
Effect Minutes 
Coefficient a Week 
1 X ::: 
2 X ::: 
3 X ::: 
4 X ::: 
5 X ::: 
6 X ::: 
7 X ::: 
8 X ::: 
Other X ::: 
Other X ::: 
Other X ::: 
Total for Form A 
Total for Form B 
Total Teaching- Load Score 
~Corrections would include those for size of activity, type 
of pupil, duplicate section, double period, time of day, con-
secutive periods of teaching, and floating teacher. 
teacher load for each teacher, may be done by the office staff. 
The wearing effect coefficients will already have been deter-
mined in Step 2. Forms A and B have opportunity for the 
Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by the teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time 
Corrections Effect in 
Teaching 
Load 
Score if any CoefficientMinutes 
a Week 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
Guidance counseling 
Participating in faculty 
meetings 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Professional advancement 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
Co-curricular activity 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Other 
1. 
2. 
Size Ability group 
activity not included 
Total 
X ::::: 
X = 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X = 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X ::::: 
X ::::: 
for Form B 
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necessary recording. Both the recording and computation 
would be under the direction of the staff committee. Any re-
vision or correction resulting from staff committee review of 
the forms would be taken up with the teacher concerned. 
Use of the teaching-load scores.-- Once the total teach-
ing-load scores have been determined, comparison of the loads 
.of different teachers will be s±mple, as the larger the score 
the greater will be the load. After·a year or two of use of 
the procedure, a standard score which is suitable for the lo-
cal situation may be determined for the average teacher. It 
is to be noted that these scores.are only relative and apply 
mainly to the local school situation. 
Illustrations of the determination of teaching-load 
scores for teachers 'in two schools and applications of the 
use of the results are included in Appendix F.!/ 
Advantages of the method.-- This method of determining 
teacher load has the following advantages: 
1. The method includes both time and wearing effect, the 
two main components of teaching load. 
2. The method takes into account all activities which 
may be interpreted as being a part of the teaching 
load and enables analysis of each activity. 
3. The method is flexible and allows for varying condi-
tions pertinent to a local school situation, and for 
particular conditions under which each activity may 
.!/P. 253. 
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be carried on. It provides for the use of a range 
of coefficients for each activity, rather than a 
single rigid one. 
4. The method involves comparatively simple mathemati-
cal computation. 
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5. Consideration of time is not limited to a given single 
week in the school year. 
6. Establishment of time limit allowances and staff com-
mittee review, reduce the tendency for teachers to 
pad the recording of time involved in the activities. 
7. Analysis of the time involved in teaching-load activi-
ties, aids teachers in time consciousness and promotes 
better planning of the emphasis to be given to differ-
ent parts of the teaching load. 
8. Participation by the staff provides better understand-
ing of the procedure and its purpose, increases the 
accuracy of the results, and promotes better use of 
these results. 
Disadvantages.-- The disadvantages of the method include: 
1. The teaching-load scores are relative and pertain 
largely to a local situation, making comparison among 
schools somewhat difficult. 
2. The coefficients of wearing effect, although flexible, 
depend on opinion of only a fair sized population in 
a rather restricted territory (half a state). 
3. The method involves considerable computation. 
To the writer the disadvantages seem small in comparison 
to the advantages, especially when coefficients and allow-
ances become standardized through use. 
-~~~-.- ~-- ~-· ----~----., 
APPENDIX F 
APPLICATION OF THE MEASURING DEVICE 
Choice of two schools (A ~nd B).-- Two schools have been 
chosen to illustrate the application of the measuring device. 
School A is in a suburban residential town of between 25,000 
and 30,000 in population. The high school is a three-year 
senior high, with approximately 1000 students and a staff of 
about 50. It is a comprehensive high school, and students 
major in college preparatory, business, general, industrial 
arts, or homemaking fields. School B is in a rural residen-
tial town of about 8,000 population.· The high school is a 
four year school of approximately 300 and has a staff of 13. 
While offerings are more limited than in school A, they cover 
the same general areas. 
Agreement on the activities, time limits, and wearing 
effect coefficients.-- The procedure would be under the dir-
ection of a representative staff committee in school A because 
of its size. In school B the entire faculty would serve as 
a committee of the whole. For steps 1 and 2 the committees 
would be supplied with form sheets prepared in the office. 
These shee~ts would contain the teaching-load activities, with 
opportunity for identifying special conditions, and recording 
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time allowances and wearing effect coefficients. In addi-
tion, two forms similar to those suggested in this study 
!I 
would be furnished for each teacher (Forms A and B ). The 
form for activities assigned within the time schedule of the 
school (Form A), -would be filled out in the office. The work 
of listing courses, class sizes, and like information, would 
not be a completely e~tra task as all of this information 
should be available anyway for administrative and supervisory 
use, and will also_ be necessary for completion of state re-
ports. The possible results of the committee work in steps 
1 and 2 are shown on the following pages. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Activity -
Teaching average 
class ... ......... 
School A 
Standards Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
8 
Music 7 
Phys. Ed. 7 
-
Teaching duplicate 
section .•••••••• 8 
Teaching double 
period .•••••..•• 8 
Teaching large Over 40 
class •.•.•••.••• Phys. Ed. 10-11 
Over 30 
Business 
Social St. 
School B 
Standards We~ring 
Effect 
Coefficients 
8 
Phys. Bd. 7 
8 
9 
Over 40 
Phys. Ed. 10 
Over 30 
Social St. 
Science 
Math. 
Business 
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School A School B 
Activity 
Standards Wearing Standards 
.Effect 
Coefficients 
Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Over 25 
.English 
Science 
Matll., Art 
Language 
Bookkeeping 
Office Pract. 
Over 18 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
5. Teaching small Under 25 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
class •••••••••.•• Phys • .Ed. 
Teaching a 
Under 20 
.English 
Social St. 
Science 
Math. 
Language 
Business 
Under 15 
Art 
Under 12 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
heterogeneous class 
Teaching bright class 
Teaching dull or un-
cooperative class 
Teaching class for 
which teacher lacks 
suitable preparation 
Does not 
10. Class preparation Allowance 
Limit 5 
Social St. 
Science 
6-7 
9-10 
6-7 
12-15 
apply 
10 
Over 25 
.English 
Language 
Bookkeeping 
Over 15 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
Art 
Under 20 
Phys • .Ed. 
Under 15 
English 
Social St. 
Science 
Math. 
Language 
Business 
Under 10 
Art 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
6 
9-11 
7 
-
12-13 
One case 14 
Allowance 
Limit 5 
English 
Social St. 
Science 
11 
Activity 
11. Individual work 
with students .• 
12. Correcting 
paper work •••• 
13. Conducting 
study hall •••• 
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School A School B 
Standards Wearing Standards 
Effect 
Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients Coefficients 
Limit 4 
English 
Language 
Business 
(geog.,law, 
con. ec.) 
Limit 3 
Business 
(rest) 
Art 
Music 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
Phys. Ed. 
Assigned 
2 hours 
a week 
Limit 
4 hours 
Limit 5 
English 
Limit 4 
Social St. 
Science 
Math. 
Language 
Business 
Limit 3 
Art 
Limit 2 
Music 
Phys. Ed. 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
(Add ~ 
hour for 
each prep-
aration 
over 2) 
10 
11 
-
Large over 40 
Small under 20 
10 
Limit 4 
Language 
Math. 
Business 
Limit 3 
Art 
(Add ~ 
hour for 
each prep-
aration 
over 3) 
Music 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
Phys • .Ed. 
Allowance 
Limit 10 
5 hours 
a week 
Limit 5 la 
English 
Math. 
Business 
Limit 4 
Social St. 
Science 
Language 
Art 
Limit 2 
Music 
Homemaking 
Ind. Arts 
Phys. Ed. 
Large over 30 9 
Small under 15 
Activity 
14. Conducting 
homeroom •••••• 
15. Holding parent 
conferences ••• 
16. Preparing grades 
and other cleri- . 
cal work •••••• 
17. Individual coun-
seling •••••••• 
18. Supervising 
students outside 
classroom •••••• 
19. Conducting 
detention •••• 
20. Participating in 
faculty meetings 
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School A School B 
Standards Wearing Standards 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Large over 30 
Small under 20 9 
(daily 10 minute-
period plus before 
and after school, 
limit 3 hours a 
week including 
registers an:d 
attendance reports) 
Limit 2 hours 8 
a week -
Limit 3 hours 
a week 11 
-
Part time 7 
Large over 30 
Small under 20 
(20 minute per-
iod each day, 
limit 3 hours 
a week) 
Limit 1 hour 
a week 
Limit 4 hours 
a week 
Does not apply 
8 
8 
-
12 
counselors 
assigned 5 hours 
Full time counselor 
otherwise treated 
a week each 
Applies only 12 
to a few men 
who do not have home-
rooms;before school, 
noon hour,after school 
1 hour 4 
times a year 
12 
-
10 minutes a week 
Limit 2 hours 
a week 
Does not apply 
handled by 
administration 
Department 8-10 Every two weeks 
heads 5 hours a week 1~ hours each 
6 faculty meetings double time if 
a year - 1 hour each, participate in 
planning up to 3 hours program 
a meeting, 
Teachers council 6 
meetings a year 1 hour, 
Department meetings 6 
1 hour meetings a year, 
Department head meetings 
6 1 hour meetings a year 
8 
Activity 
21. Professional 
advancement •• 
22. Committee work 
23. PTA and other 
community 
activity ••••• 
24. Coaching boys' 
varsity sports 
25. Conducting 
in t ramurals •• 
26. Coaching girls' 
sports ••••••• 
27. Faculty manager 
or director of 
athletics •••• 
258 
School A School B 
Standards Wearing Standards Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Committees - varies 
Special - varies 
Limits 8 Limits 9 
Courses 3 hours-a week 
Reading 3 hours a week 
Conventions and other 
meetings i hour· a week 
Courses 3 hours a week 
Conventions and other 
meetings i hour a week 
(reading not considered) 
Included in 
number 20 
Limit 
1 hour 
a week 
10 
-
10 
Included in 
number 20 
Limit 
2 hours 
a week 
10 
First figure hours per week in season 
Second figure hours on basis of the year 
Third figure wearing effect coefficient 
Football 20 6 11 Football 15 5 11 
Cross country 5 1 -r Basketball 12 4 II 
Track 10 3 -r Baseball 12 3 ~ 
Basketball 15 4 10 Track 9 2 '7 
Hockey 4 18 -
Baseball 15 3 8 
Golf 4 1 7 
Tennis 8 2 '7 
Applies to 3 
people who 
average 3 hours 
a week for year 
Applies to 2 
people who 
average 7 hours 
a week for year 
Applies to 2 
people who 
average 4 hours 
a week for year 
7 
-
8 
9 
Does not apply 
Applies to 8 
1 person who -
averages 10 hours 
a week for year 
Applies to 1 9 
person who 
averages 2 hours 
a week for year 
j 
Activity 
28. Sponsoring stu-
dent council ••• 
29. Directing pub-
lications •••••• 
30. Coaching drama-
tics, speaking 
or preparing for 
assemblies .••• 
31. Sponsoring 
clubs or other 
organized 
groups not 
otherwise 
covered 
School A 
Standards Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Applies to 2 9 
people who 
average 2 hours 
a week for year 
Yearbook and 8 
magazine 5 hours-
a week for year 
Handbook handled 
by student council 
Assemblies 10 
and special pro~ 
grams, limit 5 
hours per event 
First figure hours per 
week in season, second 
figure hours on basis 
of the year. 
School play 10 3 
Senior show 5 1 
Operetta 10 2 
Music Festival 10 2 
Speaking ~ 
Hours per week 
School news 
Librarian 
Class sponsor 
8-10 
1-
2 
senior 3 
other 1 
Honor society 2 
Photography 2 
Recreation 3 
Language 1 
Future Nurses 2 
Red Cross 1 
Projectors 2 
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School B 
Standards Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Does not apply 
handled by 
administration 
Yearbook _2 
applies to 1 
person who averages 
2 hours a week 
for year 
Special events 11 
limit 4 hours 
an event 
Plays and music 
festival, average 1 
hour per week for the 
year 
Hours per week 
Class advisor 
senior 2 
other 1 
Honor society 1 
8-10 
-
Activity 
32. Conducting or 
chaperoning 
evening social 
or athletic 
events 
School A 
Standards Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Applies only 10 
to social 
affairs 
ConQ.ucting limit 
10 hours an event 
Chaperoning limit 
4 hours an event 
School B 
Standards Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficients 
Limit 11 
Planning 12 hours 
per event 
Chaperoning 4 hours 
per event 
-~------------------------------------------------------------~--
Time of day Period after lunch 
add 1 
last period add 2 
others cared for 
in other ways 
Consecutive classes Ignored 
Floating teacher Add 1 for each room 
movement 
Period after lunch 
add 1 
last period add 1 
others not to be 
considered 
Ignored 
Ignored 
Recording of data and computation of representative 
scores.-- Completion of steps 1 and 2 by the staff committee 
will provide the basic standards for the filling out of the y 
two individual forms for each teacher. The results of the 
work of these two steps would be duplicated and made avail-
able to the entire staff. The for.m for classes and other 
definite assignments within the school time schedule (Form A), 
would be filled out in the office and checked by the teacher 
concerned and by the staff committee. The form for activities 
which are not in the definite time schedule (Form B), would 
be filled out by the teachers themselves by the recording of 
YPp. 248 ... 491 
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the average time spent in an activity in a week. Where these 
activities do not take the same amount of time each week, an 
estimate would be made of the time taken for the activity in 
a whole school year, and the average obtained by dividing 
by the number of weeks of school. Established time allow-
ances would be of considerable aid in this respect. 
Since wearing effect coefficients and time limit allow-
ances have been determined by the staff committee in steps 
1 and 2, the remainder of the recording and computation may 
be done in the office. This will provide the final teaching-
load~score. This work will be reviewed by both the teacher 
concerned and by the staff committee. 
Teaching-load scores have been worked out for five 
teachers in each school as shown on the following pages. 
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School A Teacher A 
Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Effect Minutes Score 
Coefficient a Week 
1 English 8 bright -1 7 X 250 = 1750 
2 English 8 bright 
-1 7 X 250 = 1750 
3 X = 
4" English 8 bright -1 7 X 250 = 1750 
5 English 8 bright -1 8 X 250 = 2000 
after lunch +1 
6 X = 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Detention 12 12 X 10 = 120 
Other X = 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 7,37Q 
Total for Form B 13,520 
Total Teaching-Load Score 20,890 
j 
School A Teacher A 
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Form B. Teaching-Load Form For Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time Teaching 
Load 
Score 
Corrections Effect in 
if any Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance counseling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. Department head Faculty meetings 
2. Department meetings 6 Planning 
. 3. Department head meetings 6 
Professional advancement 
1. Reading 
2. Conventions 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
bright -1 
Co-curricular activity 
Size Ability group 
1. Yearbook 
2. Magazine 
3. 
4. Evening affairs 
Other activity not.included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
10 X 120 = 1200 
10 X 150 = 1500 
11 X 200 = 2200 
8 X 15 = 120 
11 X 60 = 660 
X = 
X 
10 X 360 = 3600 
X = 
8 X 90 = 720 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
10 X 10 = 100 
X = 
X = 
8 X 150 = 1200 
8 X 240 = 1920 
X = 
X = 
10 X 30 = 300 
X = 
X = 
X 
Total for 
Form B 
= 
13,520 
School A Teacher B 
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Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject 
or 
Activity 
Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
Load 
Score 
Bffect Corrections Wearing in 
Coefficient Effect Minutes 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Am. Hist. 
Am. Hist. 
Am. Hist. 
8 
8 
8 
Study hall 10 
Am. Hist. 8 
Other Supervision 12 
outside classroom 
Other Detention 
Other 
Coefficient a Week 
dull +4 
dull +4 
floating +1 
12 
13 
8 
10 
X 250 = 3000 
X 250 = 3250 
X 250 = 2000 
X = 
floating +1 10 
X 250 = 2500 
X 250 = 2500 
last period +1 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
12 X 300 = 3600 
12 X 10 = 120 
X 
Total for Form A 
Total for Form B 
Total Teaching-Load Score 
= 
16,970 
12,010 
28,980 
School A Teacher B 
Form B. Teaching-Load Form For Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time 
Corrections Effect in 
Teaching 
Load 
Score if any Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and repo.rts 
Guidance counseling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. faculty meetings 6 planning 6 
2. curriculum committee 12 
3. athletic committee 12 
Professional advancement 
1. reading and conventions 
2. course 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
Co-curricular activity 
Size Ability group 
1. student council 
2. evening affairs 
3. 
4. 
Other activity not included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
10 
10 
11 
8 
11 
8 
8 
8 
10 
9 
10 
X 240 = 
X 180 = 
X 200 = 
X 30 = 
X 90 = 
X = 
X = 
X 60 = 
x· = 
X ·.'60 = 
X 180 = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X 60 = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X 120 = 
X 30 = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
Total for 
Form B 
2400 
1800 
2200 
240 
990 
480 
480 
1440 
600 
1080 
300 
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Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Effect Minutes Score 
Coefficient a Week 
1 Chemistry 8 bright -1 7 X 250 = 1750 
2 Chem. lab. 8 bright -1 7 X 50 = 350 
3 Chemistry 8. bright -1 7 X 250 = 1750 
4 Chemistry 8 8 X 250 = 2000 
5 Chem. lab. 8 bright -1 8 X 100 = 800 
after lunch +1 
6 Chemistry 8 bright -1 8 X 250 = 2000 last period +1 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Detention 12 X 10 = 120 
Other X = 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 8,770 
Total for Form B 10 1 300 
Total Teaching-Load Score 19,070 
School A Teacher C 
Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time 
Corrections Effect in 
Teaching 
Load 
Score if any Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance counseling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
!.Department head, Faculty meetings 6 
2.Department meetings 6, Planning 18 
3.Department head meetings 6 
Professional Advancement 
l.conventionst etc. 
2. 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and Community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability 
bright 
Co-curricular activity 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Size Ability 
Track 
Class advisor 
group 
-1 
group 
4. 
Other 
1. 
activity not included 
2. 
3. 
10 
10 
11 
8 
11 
9 
8 
10 
8 
7 
8 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
150 = 
90 = 
120 = 
15 = 
60 = 
= 
= 
360 = 
= 
= 
60 = 
= 
= 
= 
= 
10 = 
= 
= 
150 = 
60 = 
45 = 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
1500 
900 
1320 
120 
660 
3240 
480 
100 
1200 
420 
360 
Total for Form B 10,300 
School A Teacher D 
Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Effect Minutes Score 
Coefficient a week 
1 Typg. 8 hetero. +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
2 Typg. 8 large +2 11 X 250 = 2750 hetero. +1 
3 Typg. 8 large +2 11 X 250 = 2750 hetero. +1 
4 Typg. 8 after lunch +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
5 X = 
6 Typg. 8 large +2 11 X 250 = 2750 last period +1 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Detention 12 X 10 = 120 
Other X = 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 12,870 
Total for Form B 11,550 
Total Teaching-Load Score 24,420 
School A Teacher D 
Form B. Teaching~Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time Teaching 
Load 
Score 
Corrections Effect in 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance counseling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. faculty meetings 6 
2. department meetings 6 
3. 
Professional Advancement 
1. reading and conventions 
2. course t year 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and Community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability 
large +1 
Co-curricular activity 
Size Ability 
1. honor society 
2. 
3. 
group 
group 
4. 
Other activity not included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
if any Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
10 
10 
11 
8 
11 
7 
8 
8 
8 
10 
10 
10 
X 90 = 
X 180 = 
X 150 ::: 
X 45 ::: 
X 90 ::: 
X 250 = 
X = 
X = 
X 20 = 
X ::: 
X 90 ::: 
X 90 = 
X ::: 
X = 
X ::: 
X 10 = 
X ::: 
X ::: 
X 150 = 
X 90 ::: 
X ::: 
X = 
X = 
X 
X 
X 
= 
= 
= 
900 
1800 
1650 
360 
990 
1750 
160 
720 
720 
100 
1500 
900 
Total for Form B 11,550 
270 
School A Teacher E 
Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the· office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Effect Minutes Score 
Coefficient a Week 
1 Woods hop 8 small -1 8 X 250 = 2000 
hetero. +1 
2 X = 
3 Woods hop 8 8 X 250 = 2000 
4 Woods hop 8 8 X 250 = 2000 
5 Woods hop 8 after lunch +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
6 Woods hop 8 last period +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Supervision 12 X 15 = 180 
Other Detention 12 X 10 = 120 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 10,800 
Total for Form B 10,805 
Total Teaching-Load Score 21,605 
School A Teacher B 
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Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance couns~ling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
Coefficient 
Corrections 
if any 
!.department head, faculty meetings 6 
2.department meetings 6, planning 18 
3.department head meetings 6 
Professional Advancement 
!.reading and conventions 
2. 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and Community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
Co-curricular activity 
Size Ability group 
l.Bvening affairs 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Other activity not included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Wearing Time 
Effect in 
Teaching 
Load 
Score Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
10 
10 
11 
8 
11 
9 
8 
10 
10 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
180 = 
240 = 
90 = 
20 = 
45 = 
= 
= 
= 
360 = 
= 
90 = 
= 
= 
= 
= 
70 = 
= 
= 
= 
30 = 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
1800 
2400 
990 
160 
495 
3240 
720 
700 
300 
Total for Form B 10,805 
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School B Teacher A 
Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Coefficient Minutes Score 
a Week 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
.English 
.English 
Latin 
.English 
.English 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
Other Cafeteria 12 
supervision 
Other 
Other 
large +2 
8 
8 
10 
large+2bright-l 10 
after lunch +1 
dull +4 13 
last period +1 
12 
X 250 = 2000 
X 250 = 2000 
X 250 = 2500 
X = 
X 250 = 2500 
X 250 = 3250 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X 42 = 504 
X = 
X = 
Total for Form A 12,754 
16,850 
29,604 
Total for Form B 
Total Teaching-Load Score 
School B Teacher A 
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Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity CoefficientWearing Time Teaching 
Corrections Effect in Load 
if any Coefficient Minutes Score 
a Week 
Class preparation 11 X 300 = 3300 
Student help 10 X 300 = 3000 
Correcting papers 10 X 300 = 3000 
Parent conferences 8 X 15 = 120 
Preparing grades 12 X 150 = 1800 
and reports 
Guidance counseling X = 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. 8 X 60 = 480 2. X = 3. X = Professional Advancement 
1. conventions, etc. 9 X 30 = 270 2. X = 3. X = 
Doing committee work 
1. X = 
2. X = PTA and community work 
1 .. PI' A 10 X 30 = 300 
2. X = 3. X = Homeroom Size Ability group 
large +1 hetero. +1 11 X 180 = 1980 Co-curricular activity Size Ability group 
1. Junior class advisor 10 X 60 = 600 2. librarian 8 X 250 = 2000 3. X = Other activity not included 
1. X = 2. X = 3. X = 
Total for Form B 16,850 
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Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Coefficient Minutes Score 
a Week 
1 Trig. 8 small -2 5 X 250 = 1250 
bright 
-1 
2 Algebra II 8 hetero. +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
3 Geometry 8 hetero. +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
4 Geometry 8 hetero. +1 9 X 250 :: 2250 
5 Algebra I 8 hetero. +1 10 X 250 = 2500 
after lunch +1 
6 Algebra I 8 hetero. +1 10 X 250 = 2500 
last period +1 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Cafeteria 12 12 X 42 = 504 Supervision 
Other X = 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 13,504 
Total for Form B 122380 
Total Teaching-Load Score 25,884 
School B Teacher B 
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Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time 
Corrections Effect in 
Teaching 
Load 
Score if any Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
Class preparation 11 X 270 = 2970 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
10 X 150 = 1500 
10 X 300 = 3000 
Parent conferences 8 X 10 = 80 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance counseling 
12 X 90 = 1080 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. 8 
2. 
3. 
Professional advancement 
1. conventions, etc. 9 
2. 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and community work 
1. 10 
2. 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
large+l hetero.+l 11 
Co-curricular activity Size Ability group 
1. Class advisor . 10 
2. Student council small-1 bright-! 7 
3. 
Other activity not included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
X 
X 45 = 
X = 
X = 
X 20 = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X 30 = 
X = 
X = 
X 180 = 
X 30 = 
X 90 = 
X = 
X 
X 
X 
= 
= 
= 
360 
180 
300 
1980 
300 
630 
Total for Form B 12,380 
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Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Effect Minutes Score 
Coefficient a Week 
1 French II 8 8 X 250 = 2000 
2 French II 8 small -1 6 X 250 = 1500 bright -1 
3 Latin II 8 small -1 7 X 250 = 1750 
4 French III 8 small -1 6 X 250 = 1500 bright -1 
5 Study Hall 9 hetero. +1 11 X 100 = 1100 
after lunch +1 
6 Latin I 8 bright -1 8 X 250 = 2000 last period +1 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Cafeteria 12 12 X 42 = 504 
supervision 
Other X = 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 10,354 
Total for Form· B 112960 
Total Teaching-Load Score 22,314 
School B Teacher C 
Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance counseling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Professional advancement 
1. conventions, etc. 
2. 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and community work 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Coefficient Wearing Time 
Corrections Effect in 
Teaching 
Load 
Score if any Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
11 X 270 = 2970 
10 X 250 = 2500 
10 X 240 = 2400 
8 X 20 = 160 
12 X 120 = 1440 
X = 
8 X 
X 
X 
9 X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
10 X 
X 
X 
45 = 
= 
= 
20 = 
= 
= 
= 
= 
30 = 
= 
= 
360 
180 
300 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
large +1 hetero.+l 11 
Co-curricular activity Size Ability group 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Other activity not included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
150 
Total for Form B 
= 1650 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
11,960 
21:8 
School B Teacher D 
Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing Coefficient Corrected Time Teaching 
or Effect Corrections Wearing in Load 
Activity Coefficient Effect Minutes Score 
Coefficient a Week 
1 Office Pract. 8 small -1 8 X 250 = 2000 
hetero. +1 
2 Bookkeeping 8 hetero. +1 9 X 250 = 2250 
3 Typewriting 8 small -1 8 X 250 = 2000 
hetero. +1 
4 Study hall 9 .hetero. +1 10 X 250 = 2500 
5 Stenography 8 hetero. +1 10 X 250 = 2500 
after lunch +1 
6 Typewriting 8 hetero. +1 10 X 250 = 2500 
last period +1 
7 X = 
8 X = 
9 X = 
10 X = 
Other Cafeteria 12 X 42 = 504 
supervision 
Other X = 
Other X = 
Total for Form A 14,254 
Total for Form B 8 1 940 
Total Teaching-Load Score 23,194 
School B Teacher D 
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Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity 
Class preparation 
Student help 
Correcting'papers 
Parent conferences 
Preparing grades 
and reports 
Guidance counseling 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Professional Advancement 
1. conventions, etc. 
2. course 
3. 
Doing committee work 
1. 
2. 
PTA and community work 
1. 
2. 
Coefficient 
Corrections 
if any 
I 
Wearing Time 
Effect in 
Coefficient Minutes 
a Week 
Teaching 
Load 
Score 
11 
10 
10 
8 
12 
8 
9 
9 
10 
X 150 = 1650 
X 150 = 1500 
X 100 = 1000 
X 10 = 80 
X 100 = 1200 
X = 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
45 
30 
120 
30 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
X = 
X = 
360 
270 
1080 
300 
3. 
Homeroom Size Ability group 
Co-curricular 
1. 
2. 
3. 
hetero +1 10 
activity Size Ability group 
Other activity not included 
1. 
2. 
3. 
X 150 = 1500 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X 
X 
X 
= 
= 
= 
Total for Form B 8,940 
School B Teacher E 
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Form A. Teaching-Load Form for Assignments Definite in Time 
(To be filled out by the office and reviewed 
by both teacher and staff committee) 
Period Subject Wearing 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
or Effect 
ActivityCoefficient 
'Phys. Ed. 
Phys. Ed. 
Phys. Bd. 
Phys. Ed. 
Phys. Ed. 
Phys. Ed. 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
Other Supervision 
before school 
Other 
Other 
Coefficient Corrected 
Corrections Wearing 
Effect 
Coefficient 
Time 
in 
Minutes 
a Week 
Teaching 
Load 
Score 
hetero +1 
small -1 
bright -1 
8 
7 
6 
.6 
after lunch +1 8 
last period +1 8 
12 
X 150 = 1200 
X 150 = 1050 
X 150 = 900 
X 150 = 900 
X 150 = 1200 
X 150 = 1200 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X = 
X 75 = 900 
X = 
= 
Total for Form A 7,350 
Total for Form B 11,188 
Total Teaching-Load Score 18,538 
Transfer to full time basis (this teacher is in school 
(multiply by 3/2) three days a week) 27,807 
(multiply by 3/2 instead of 5/3 since during school 
day other two days is in elementary school, but after 
school activity is in high school) · 
School B Teacher B 
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Form B. Teaching-Load Form for Activities Indefinite in Time 
(To be filled out by the teacher and reviewed by the staff committee) 
Activity Coefficient Wearing Time Teaching 
Corrections Effect in Load 
if any Coefficient Minutes Score 
a Week 
Class preparation 11 X 108 = 1188 
Student help 10 X 60 = 600 
Correcting papers 10 X 10 = 100 
Parent conferences 8 X 30 = 240 
Preparing grades 12 X 40 = 480 
and reports 
Guidance counseling X = 
Participation in 
faculty meetings 
1. 8 X 45 = 360 2. X = 3. X = Professional Advancement 
1. conventions, etc. 9 X 30 = 270 2. X = 3. X = Doing committee work 
1. X = 2. X = PTA and community work 
1. PTA 10 X 120 = 1200 2. Recreation group X = 3. X = Homeroom Size Ability group X = 
Co-curricular activity Size Ability group 
1. Director of ~thletics 9 X 90 = 810 2. Coaching football 11 X 300 = 3300 3. Coaching basketball 11 X 240 = 2640 Other activity not included 
1. X = 2. X = 3. X = 
Total for Form B 11,188 
282 
Summary for school A.-- A score of about 22,000 to 23,000 
would appear to be somewhat a desirable standard. Teacher B 
is the only one approximately at this figure. Teacher B needs 
some class relief. Teacher D needs some relief possibly in 
class sizes. Teachers A and C both could be given more re-
sponsibility, possibly more difficult classes. 
Summary for school B.-- It would seem that 25,000 was a 
fair standard for this school. Teacher A is the only one who 
exceeds this figure to any great extent. Her class sizes 
might be cut down, as two of them are quite large, and the 
class advisorship given to another teacher. She is probably 
conscientious and spends much more time than the limit allowed 
for class preparation, correcting papers, and individual help. 
It may be she could be helped to use this time to better ad-
vantage. Teacher B is very close to the standard. Teachers 
C and D could be given larger classes and/or a co-curricular 
assignment, which neither has at present. 
Application to purposes of measuring teacher load.-- The 
preceding illustrations are useful in showing how the purposes 
·Y of measuring teacher load may be attained. 
Purpose number 1. To enable the administrator to organize 
the staff of the school economically and effectively, assign-
ing instructional and non-instructional duties equitably to 
.!/Pp. 5-10. 
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teachers, in order to avoid both too heavy and too light as-
signments. 
Once a standard teaching-load score has been established 
for a school, it is easy for the administrator to see where 
assignments should be made more equitable. Some loads will 
need to be cut down (School A - teachers B and D, School B -
teacher A), and others increased (School A - teachers A and 
C, School B - teachers C and D). The procedure provides 
more objective evidence to justify these revisions than is 
possible with the usual subjective individual approach. In 
extra-class activities, it is easy for loads to become very 
uneven, very light for some and excessive for others. These 
discrepancies would be revealed when the individual teaching-
load Scores were computed. 
Purpose number 2. To provide a means of improving the 
health and happiness of the teacher, recognizing that teach-
er welfare has a direct relationship to the quality of in-
struction. 
Understanding the method used in computing teaching-
load scores and participating in the procedure itself, would 
tend to give teachers the feeling of being treated fairly, 
with the resultant improved attitude toward their jobs. 
The method shows where loads are excessive or light, and 
justifies giving of relief or adding responsibility. Teach-
er morale is sure to be betterQ if attempts are made to keep 
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loads from being too heavy by assigning classes for which 
one is best suited, providing good facilities and materials, 
giving friendly and sympathetic supervision, providing as-
sistance with special ·problems, especially discipline, care-
ful orientation of new teachers, furnishing teacher aides 
and/or pupil secretaries, having an adequate substitute list, 
reducing excessive class size, providing sufficient clerical 
help, avoiding unnecessary meetings, cutting down or simpli-
fying bulletins, avoiding class interruptions, and cutting 
down on assignments involving supervision of pupils outside 
the classroom. The procedure will reveal not only where in-
dividual loads may be excessive, but where the whole staff 
is overworked in certain ways impl~ed above. 
Purpose number 3. To enable comparison of various teach-
ing positions within the same school and among different 
schools. 
In the suggested procedure, all component parts of a 
teacher's job are noted and comparisons are possible, not 
only for total loads, but also for separate activities or 
groups of activities, such as time spent in class preparation 
or in co-curricular activities. Heavy or light teaching loads 
show up plainly. The more wearing parts of other teachers' 
assignments are revealed, thus tending to alleviate one's 
feelings toward one's own problems. 
Since wearing effect coefficients and time standards 
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may vary in different schools, these coefficients and stand-
ards should be compared first before attempting to compare 
the loads of the teachers themselves. If this is done, some 
comparison will be possible. Such comparison may be valuable 
in further standardizing the procedure. 
Purpose number 4. To enable participation in the admini-
stration of the school, especially in respect to the program 
of activity best meeting the needs of the students, and the 
assumption of responsibility for this.program. 
Since the method of determining teacher load is under 
the direction of the school staff, this is an illustration 
of participation in the administration of th~ school, which 
is always enlightening to teachers as they secure a new per-
spective. They are more likely to support a policy which 
they have had an opportunity to help determine. Bven though 
all do not agree with final conclusions, it gives a better 
feeling simply to be able to express oneself. Better admini-
strator-teacher relationships should be the result. Partici-
pation in the determining of equitable teacher load may well 
be the forerunner of participation in other areas. 
Purpose number 5. To serve as a guide to teachers in the 
planning of their work. 
The time analysis part of the procedure is especially 
helpful to teachers in the more efficient planning of their 
work. They will be induced to cut down on activities in 
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which they are giving too much time, and devote this time 
to other activities where it is more important. Teachers 
who tend to put too much time on their jobs as a whole, can 
be shown the desirability of some diversion, while teachers 
who neglect their jobs or some parts of them, are more like-
ly to increase their efforts when desirable standards have 
been established and are known by the whole staff. 
Purpose number 6. To determine the advisability of , 
teachers undertaking special projects, such as would be in-
volved in in-service training or curriculum revision. 
When teachers need to be called on. for some special as-
signment, it is simple to check on those who have the light-
est loads, and thus are better able to undertake this activi-
ty. Not only is this procedure more equitable, but it would 
help to even up the load. The computation of teaching-~oad 
scores may also reveal that new assignments should not be 
given to anyone on the present staff, because all loads are 
already at the desirable standard and fairly equitable. This 
would emphasize the need for securing additional personnel, 
both teachers and clerical help. In-service training is de-
sirable to help teachers improve the learning situation, but 
care must be taken that this does not add an undue burden. 
When major workshop or committee projects are planned for 
the year, the loads of the teachers· concerned should be 
lightened. The measuring device would enable this to be 
done equitably. 
Purpose number 7. To serve as a basic aid to merit ra-
ting and its use in salary schedules~ 
28.1 
Although the application may be indirect, it appears 
necessary to be able to measure a teacher's load before at-
tempting to evaluate the effectiveness of his performance. 
The process would appear to be basi.c to merit rating. The 
participation by the staff in the procedure of measuring 
teacher load, might also lead to similar participation in es-
tablishing the most satisfactory merit rating procedure. 
Purpose number 8. To enable public understanding of the 
true nature of a teacher's job, in order to gain support for 
the improvement in the status and welfare of the teaching 
profession, thus providing a better atmosphere for the in-
struction of the nation's children and insuring the future 
of our democracy. 
The public often has ill conceived ideas concerning the 
true nature of a teacher's job. They frequently think of it 
as having short days and long vacations. The results ob-
tained in computing teaching-load scores, would show that the 
non-teaching part of the job is nearly as great as the teach-
ing itself (even greater in some cases as teachers A and C 
in school A, and teachers A, C and B in school B). 
When comparisons are made with schools in other com-
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munities, the need for teacher-load relief could be shown, 
and the need emphasized for greater financial support to 
make this relief possible. The community is more likely to 
support its schools if it understands their problems and 
participates in the attempts to solve them. 
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